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DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 
SAN  FRANCISCO 

Honorable  Boerd  of  Supervisors  public  library 

City  end  County  of  Ssn  Frencieco 
City  Hfill 

Sen  Frsncisco,  Cfcllfornle 

Attention:    Pobert  P.  Dolan,  Clerk  of  the  Boerd 
Gentlemen: 

You  are  provided  herewith  with  12  copies  of  the 
opposition  report  of  the  South  of  Merket  Improvement 
Associetion,  in  binder  form,  to  the  proposed  Yerbe  Buene 
Project  of  the  Sen  Frencisco  Fedevelopment  Agency, 
being  held  st  the  meeting  of  your  Bo^rd  on  February  14, 
1966.      Plesse  distribute  one  copy  to  e&ch  of  the 
Supervisors  and  retain  one  copy  in  your  files. 

In  addition,  for  your  files  and  for  distribution 
to  etch  of  the  Supervisors,  there  is  provided  e  copy 
of  the  report  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  by 
the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  Stetes,  dsted 
June  1963 »  with  reference  to  the  Erieview  Urban  Penewal 
Project  1  of  Cleveland,  Ohio. 


Pespectfully  submitted. 
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Mr.  Fobert  Pitts,  Pegloncl  Adminlstrfitor 
Housing  fend  Home  Finsnce  Agency 

Golden  Qste  Avenue 
Sfin  Frtncieco,  Cfellfornlfii 

Dear  Sir: 

For  the  Informstlon  of  the  HHFA,  there  Is  enclosed 
statement  of  opposition  report  of  the  South  of  Merket 
Improvement  Association,  In  binder  form,  to  the  proposed 
Yerbfe  Buene  Project  of  the  San  Frcnclsco  Pedevelopment 
Agency,  being  hesrd  before  the  Honorable  Board  of  Super- 
visors of  the  City  snd  County  of  Sen  Francisco  at  Ite 
meeting  February  1^,  1966. 

This  report  Is  sent  for  the  purpose  of  checking  the 
Yerbe  Buenc  Project  ss  to  its  compliance  with  the 
Housing  Act  of  19^'-9  and  revisions,  and  the  Urban  renewal 
Manual  setting  forth  policies  snd  requirements  for 
Local  Public  Agencies. 


Yours  truly, 

SOUTH^jQP-lWKi:;?^  IMPFPVEMENT  ASSN. 


L.  J.  Silver,  President 
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BACKGROUND  DATA 


SOUTH  OF  mRYEH  -  AREA  D. 


1961 

During  January,  February  and  March  of  I96I,  citizen  groups  including 
the  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  the  San  Francisco  Planning  and   Urban  Renewal 
Association  were  concerned  about  a  redevelojMnent  plan  for  the  South  of 
MarioBt  area  and  urged  ttie  Board  of  Supervisors  to  appropriate  $8^00.00  for 
an  initial  planning  study  of  52  acres  deemed  suitable  for  urban  renewal. 

The  papers  of  the  day  carried  stories  on  the  various  plans  put  forth  by 
different  groups  and  also  statements  made  by  Mr.  Justin  Herman,  Executive 
Director  of  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Mr.  Robert  Rumsey, 
Assistant  Director  of  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency, 

From  a  story  in  the  San  Francisco  News  Call  Bulletin  dated  January 

11,  196lj  Mr.  Herman  is  quoted  as  follows: 

••Our  prior  studies  show  that  spot  redevelopment  is . 
economically  feasible.    The  City  couldmakemoney 
for  itself.    However,  we  are  not  going  out  looking 
for  projects.    This  is  an  article  of  faith  with  this 
Agency.    If  asked,  we  will  do  the  job. 

The  existence  of  these  other  projects  would  not  hin- 
der South  of  Market  redevelopment.    This  is  a  pro- 
fessional Agency  of  considerable  experience.  This 
means,  among  other  things,  that  we  can  expand  and 
contract  our  staff  according  to  need. 

If  the  Supervisors  adopted  a  resolution  asking  us 
to  begin  a  spot  renewal  of  South  of  Market,  we 
could  start  at  once.    It  would  be  a  gradual  steady 
process  of  seeding  cleanup  space  into  the  business 
community  as  it  was  needed.     South  of  Market  is  a 
part  of  the  downtown.    The  demand  for  a  better  South 
of  Market  must  cooie  from  downtown  business  interests. 
The  City  will  respond  to  this  demand,  aid  the  Agency 
will  do  the  job." 

From  a  story  in  the  San  F  rancisco  Examiner  dated  February  27,  1961, 

Mr.  Herman  is  quoted  as  follows: 

"If  the  Board  of  Supervisors  will  give  us  about 
$8000.,  we  can  prepare  a  Survey  and  Planning 


( 
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Application  for  Federal  aid.    I  have  already  made 
an  informal  approach  to  the  Housing  people  and 
they  are  receptive  to  the  project.    We  can  operate 
on  a  spot  basis.    The  City  can  afford  a  project  of 
this  dimension.    We  will  keep  what's  good.  redeveTop 
what's  rehabilitable  and  raze  the  rest.    The  City 
will  gain  in  taxes  and  established  businesses  will 
gain  in  the  upgrading  of  the  area.    Our  job  has  been 
primarily  that  of  education.    After  getting  the  City 
government  moving,  we  now  have  to  mobilize  the  busi- 
ness community  to  think  in  terras  of  improving  the 
area  for  the  benefit  of  all.** 

From  a  story  in  the  San  Francisco  Examiner  dated  March  Ik,  1961, 

speaking  at  a  meeting  sponsored  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban 

Renewal  Association,  the  following  appeared: 

"Robert  Rumaey,  Deputy  Director  of  the  Redevelopnent 
Agency  said  preliminary  studies  indicate  only  one-fourth 
of  the  buildings  in  tne  area  would  have  to  be  torn  down.*^ 

On  April  2h,  1961,  by  Ordinance  Number  91-^1^  the  Board  of  Supervisors 

appropriated  $8^0.  to  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  to  undertake 

studies  to  determine  whether  redevelopment  activities  should  be  undertaken 

in  the  South  of  Market  area. 


On  November  7,  1961  by  letter  (e^dn^it^^  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors, 
Kr.  Justin  Herman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  requested 
favorable  action  on  Redevelopment  Agency's  resolutions  2386  and  2387« 
Resolution  2386  requested  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  designate  a  redevelop- 
ment area  to  be  known  as  South  of  Market  Redevelopment  Area  D.  Resolution 
2387  requested  the  Board  of  Supeirvisors  to  approve  the  undertaking  by  the 
Agency  of  surveys  and  plans  for  an  urban  renewal  project  in  the  South  of 
Market  Area  D  and  the  filing  of  an  application  to  the  HHFA  for  an  advance 
of  funds  in  the  amount  of  ^93i797»00.    Paragraph  k»  section  h  of  this 
letter  refers  to  a  Proposed  Treatment  Map  of  the  Area  ( e3diib3^^^2) . 

On  November  22,  I96I  by  letter  (exhibit  3)  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors, 
Mr.  Justin  Herman,  Executive  Director  of  the  RedevelojHaent  Agency,  stated 

that  subsequent  review  of  his  letter  of  November  7j  1961  lead  to  the  conclu- 
sion  that  the  Supervisors  would  find  helpful  four  items  of  additional  data 


regarding  South  of  Market  and  requested  the  transmitted  material  be 
incorporated  in  the  Agency's  letter  of  November  7,  1961.  Item  b  of 
this  letter  refers  to  a  statement  of  the  proposed  treatanent  for  the 
project  area  (e:±ibLt  U)« 


1962 


On  April  26,  1962  the  San  Francisco  Examiner  carried  a  story  stating 


that  the  Urban  Renewal  Administration  had  made  a  grant  to  the  City  in 
the  amount  of  $607,986.  for  surveying  and  planning  costs  in  South  of 
Market  Area  D.     Representative  John  F,  Shelley  (now  Mayor  of  San  Francisco) 
made  the  announcement  and  also  stated  that  the  Federal  capital  grant  of 
119,680, 250#,  Wiich  would  later  be  required  for  the  project,  already  bad 


^been  reserved  and  earmarked  by  the  Urban  Renewal  Administration.  This 
amount  is  shown  in  the  estimate  of  FEDJRAL  (31ANT  REQUIREMENT  (e^ibit  5)» 

During  1962,  South  of  Market  property  owners,  business  men  and 
residents  in  the  Area  were  advised  by  letters  frcan  the  Redevelopnent  Agency 
that  it  was  assanbling  data  to  include  residential  occupancy  survey Sj 
commercial  and  industrial  s\irvey8,  building  inspection  reports  and  requested 
their  assistance  in  conyiling  this  information* 


1963 


In  1963  the  Redevelopment  Agency  contracted  with  the  below  listed  firms 


for  the  reports  shown.    The  tabulation  shows  that  all  reported  were  couple ted 


in  1963. 


Name  of  Firm 


1;   Wenzlick  &  Co. 

2,    Schaffran  St  Co. 
3*    Branaman  Report* 


Type  of  Report 

Market  Analysis  and 
Land  Utilization  Surv^ 

Relocation  Survey 

Commercial  and 
Industrial  Survey 


Commenced  Ccanpleted 

March  I963  August  I963 
March  I963   May  1963 


Feb.  1963     May  I963 
Although  these  reports  are  nearly  three  years  old  and  outdated,  they 


still  serve  as  the  basis  for  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  application  for 
Loan  and  Grant  with  the  HHFA«     ♦The  Branaman  report  uas  conducted  hy 
two  interviewers,  both  enqployees  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 

In  1963  the  structural  inspection  report  of  all  buildings  in  the 
area  was  conpleted.    By  letter  to  property  owners,  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  requested  that  Mr.  WHlian  O'Neil,  a  building  inspector  for  the 
City,  be  permitted  to  make  the  inspection,    A  building  check  list  (^exhlMt 

prepared  by  the  Agency  was  used  ly  the  inspector  and  all  deficiencies 
were  noted  during  the  observation.    There  is  a  check  list  in  the  Agency's 
file  covering  every  building  in  the  project  area.    The  check  list  shows 
that  up  to  119  deficiencies  or  faults  could  be  found  in  any  single  building. 
The  list  does  not  use  words  such  as  good,  average,  fair,  usually  used  to 
describe  property  and  improvements.    On  this  check  list  the  word  "deteriorated" 
is  shown  21  times;  the  word  "inadequate"  is  shown  29  times;  the  word 
"deficient"  is  found  26  times;  the  word  "missing"  is  found  6  times.  Vords 
such  as  "obstructed",  "sagging",  "improper",  "unapproved",  and  "broken"  are 
found  more  than  once,  while  nearly  all  other  faults  are  covered  by  the 
words  "seigging",  "leaking",  "buckling",  "not  connected",  "eBcessive"^ 
"insufficient",  and  "narrow", 

1961t 

On  February  20,  1961i  the  Redevelopment  Agency  announced  a  tentative 
proposal  called  Yerba  Buena  Center  ^^hibit_Jj .    The  proposal  included  a  sports 
arena,  two  theatres,  a  museum  and  a  number  of  high  rise  office  buildings  con- 
taining 2,000,000  square  feet  of  office  space. 

Civic  organizations,  such  as  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  San  Francisco 
Planning  and  Urban  Renewal  Association,  formed  conmittees  to  study  the 
Agency's  Yerba  Buena  Plan.    Critical  reports  were  made  by  these  two  committees, 
although  the  reports  were  not  made  public,    (exhibits  8  and  9) 
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1. 

February 

2. 

March 

3. 

April 

k. 

May 

5. 

June 

6. 

June 

7. 

June 

8. 

August 

9. 

August 

10. 

September 

11. 

October 

12. 

November 

The  Agency  issued  a  number  of  reports  and  letters  during  196hs  including 

those  shown  below: 

DATE  NAME  OF  REPORT  OR  LETTER 

Yerba  Buena  Center,  A  Tentative  Proposal. 
Supervisor  Boas'  Report  on  South  of  Market. 
Preliminary  Subcommittee  Reports. 
Advisory  Subcommittee  Relocation  Report. 
Letter  of  Response  to  Mayor  Shelley  by  Agency. 
Combined  Advisory  Subcommittee  Report. 
Letter  of  Response  to  Chamber  of  Commerce  by  Agency. 
Letter  on  Yerba  Buena  Center. 
Parking  Survey  Report. 
Letter  to  Gregory  Harrison  by  Agency. 
Justin  Heman's  letter  to  John  Hirten. 
Fact  Summary  on  Yerba  Buena  Center. 

Two  very  significant  facts  are  noted  at  the  end  of  1961t.     First,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency's  November  Fact  Summary  Report  stated  the  structural 
building  reports  of  inspection  showed  that  303  buildings  out  of  kOh  had  def- 
iciencies  and  2ij.O  buildings  out  of  kOk  had  deficiencies  to  a  degree  warranting 
clearance.    This  report  indicated  that  large  scale  demolition  was  intended  to 
take  the  place  of  the  spot  redevelopment  program  originally  proposed  by 
Mr,  Herman,  which  formed  the  basis  for  approval  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
in  1961  to  revitalize  the  project  area  through  a  program  of  spot  clearance 
and  rehabilitation. 

Second,  and  most  in5)ortaiit,  is  that  although  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
issued  numerous  reports  during  196U^  it  failed  to  notify  property  owners 
that  the  Housing  Act  of  196k  ( exhibit rilO)  amended  Title  I  in  several  significant 


respects,  particularly  with  reference  to  Section  307  which  prohibited  the 
demolition  and  removal  of  buildings  unless  tiie  Administrator  determined  that 
the  plan  could  not  be  achieved  through  rehabilitation  of  the  area.  The 
Agency  also  failed  to  notify  property  owners  of  Section  312  (a)  (exhibit  11) 
which  clearly  states;  "to  assist  rehabilitation  in  an  urban  renewal  area  and 
thereby  reduce  the  need  for  demolition  and  removal  of  structures^  the  HHFA 
Administrator  is  authorized  to  make  loans  to  owners  or  tenants  of  properties 


( 
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in  such  area  to  applicable  code  requirements  or  to  carry  out  the  objectives 
of  the  urban  renewal  plan  for  the  area". 

In  the  196k  Housing  Act,  Section  312  permits  Federal  rehabilitation 
loans  up  to  20  years  at  the  interest  rate  of  3%  annually  and  the  Congress 
appropriated  $50^000^000.  to  constitute  a  revolving  fund  to  carry  out  this 
rehabilitation • 

On  September  16,  196k,  the  HHFA  notified  all  their  agenciew  by  their 
letter  no.  307  ( exhibit^l^ that  the  Housing  Act  of  I96U,  Public  Law  88-560, 
was  approved  by  the  President  on  September  2.    This  letter  summarized  the 
new  amendments  to  Title  I  contaiaed  in  the  I96U  Act,  including  the  deter- 
mination  required  for  projects  involving  demolition  and  removal  of  buildings. 
The  Redevelopment  Agency  filed  its  application  for  loan  and  grant ^in^ 
December  1,  1961i  without  receiving  the  determination  required  for  projects 
involving  danolition  and  removal  of  buildings  and  improvements. 

1965 

In  April  of  1965,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  issued  Volume  I,  Summary  of 
Conclusions  on  Land  Utilization  and  Marketability,  prepared  by  the  Real 
Estate  Research  Corporation  of  San  Francisco. 

Also  in  April,  1965  the  Agency  issued  a  Summary  of  the  Economic  Per- 
formance of  the  Public  Facilities  in  Yerba  Buena  Center.    This  summary 
report  was  prepared  by  the  Economics  Research  Associates  of  Los  Angeles. 

Table  I  of  this  summary  report  indicated  that  the  total  public  facilities 
program  would  exceed  $53>000,000«  and  the  annual  cost  to  the  City  would 
exceed  $2,000,000* 

Table  II  of  this  summary  report,  without  the  theatres  and  museum, 
indicated  the  facilities  cost  would  exceed  $38,000,000. 
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These  two  summary  Tables  (exhibit  13)  indicated  that,  without  debt 
service,  the  annual  loss  to  the  City  under  Table  I  would  exceed 
$2,000,000.    Under  Table  XI,  the  loss  to  the  City  would  exceed  |l,3l8,000« 

On  July  20,  196$  the  Redevelopment  Agency  published  its  Redevelopment 
Plan  for  Yerba  Buena  Project  and  announced  the  public  hearing  would  be  held 
on  August  2li,  1965. 

Copies  of  the  Plan  were  not  made  readily  available,  the  Agency  stating 
that  they  had  a  limited  supply  of  copies.    The  two  leading  groups  opposed 
to  the  project,  the  South  of  Msirket  Improvement  Association  and  the 
Investors  Syndicate  of  Northern  California,  did  not  receive  copies  of  the 
Plan  until  August  20,  1965,  four  days  before  the  scheduled  public  hearing. 
The  Plan,  in  its  entirety,  was  a  part  of  the  Application  for  Loan  and  Grant 
filed  with  the  HHFA  on  Decanber  1,  196k»  nearly  ten  monljhsLbef^ 
public  hearing. 

On  August  17,  1965,  the  Agency  issued  its  rules  of  order  for  the 
conduct  of  the  public  hearing  (exhibit  lk)»     Rule  1  permitted  the  Agency 
staff  and  speakers  to  complete  their  presentations  without  interruption. 
Rule  5  requested  opponents  to  limit  their  presentation  to  five  minutes. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  public  hearing,  the  members  of  the  Redevelopment 
Agency,  over  the  strenuous  objections  of  the  Executive  Director,  granted 
opponents  a  time  extension  of  60  days  to  subnit  additional  comments  in 
writing.    Because  the  conmiunity  would  have  no  way  of  learning  the  position 
of  the  opposition  through  written  submittals,  the  South  of  Market  Improvement 
Association  made  two  requests  for  the  reopening  of  the  public  hearing 
_^&3^ibi;^  I5^ftnd^l6^  Both  requests  for  the  reopening  of  the  public  hearing 
were  denied  by  the  Agency  on  the  grounds  that  the  60  day  period  granted  to 
,3utmit  additional  comments  in  writing  was  sufficient. 
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On  December  1,  1965>  at  their  regular  meeting  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency^  by  resolution  No,  156-6$,  approved  a  Redevelopment 
Plan  for  Project  No.  Calif,  R-59  (Yerba  Buena  Center),    It  is  to  be  noted 
that  an  approval  for  the  project  had  not  been  obtained  from  the  City 
Planning  Commission,    The  Executive  Director  of  the  Agency,  referring  to 
the  City  Planning  Commission,  stated  the  30  day  period  for  approval  ended 
on  November  30,  1965  and  that  under  the  California  Community  Redevelopment 
Law,  the  Planning  Ccnnmission  shall  be  deemed  to  have  waived  its  report 
and  recommendations  on  Yerba  Buena  Center. 

Although  this  meeting  was  well  attended,  no  comments  were  permitted 
to  those  in  attendance. 

On  December  2$,  1965>  the  Planning  and  Development  CcMmnittee  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  set  the  date  for  the  Final  Hearing  on  the  Yerba 
Buena  Project  before  the  full   Board  of  Supervisors  for  February  lit,  1966. 

On  August  11,  1965,  Public  Law  89«117  (Housing  Act  of  1965)  was 
passed.    Section i2  thereof  provided  that  the  revolving  fund  appropriated 
under  this  section  be  increased  from  $50,000,000,  annually  to  $100,000,000. 
annually  for  Federal  rehabilitation  loans. 

No  word  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1965  has  been  given  to  property  owners 
in  the  project  area  to  this  date  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency. 

February  1/«..1966. 


SOUTH  OF  MARKET 
IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION 

123  FOURTH  STREET 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA 

L.J .Silver , President . 
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COPY 


Pehle,  Mann,  Plemer,  Luxford  ftnd  N«lden 
Attorneys  fit  Lew 

1210    18th  Street,  N.  W. 

Wfcehington,  D.C.  20036 


Februsry  1^,  1966. 


The  Honorfcble  John  Spfirkmen 
Chslrmen,  Subcommittee  on  Housing 
Senete  Finsnce  Committee, 
New  Senete  Office  Building, 
Weehington,  D.  C. 

Defer  Sent  tor  Spsrkmen: 

I  refer  to  my  letter  of  February  9,  1966,  which  requested  your 
Committee  to  inquire  into  the  Yerbe  Buene  Urben  Penewel  project  in 
Sen  FrenciBCo,  Cslifornie  end  to  the  Memorendum  of  Anelysie  on  the 
eeme  dete,  etteched  thereto.     The  South  of  Market  Improvement 
Association  now  hes  more  euthoritetive  informetion  relating  to  the 
condition  re  tings  of  all  the  buildings  in  the  Yerba  Buena  project 
aree.     On  Sfeturday,  February  12,  1966,  the  Associetion  finally 
obteined  e  coded  map  of  the  project  area.     This  map  shows  the  loca- 
tion of  every  building  in  the  project  area  end  the  Pedevelopment 
Agency's  condition  rating  of  each  building.     By  anelyzing  this  new 
informetion,  the  Associetion  constructed  a  meaningful  table,  as 
follows: 

PEDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY  DETEFMINATION  OF 
COl'JDITION  OF  STPUCTUPES  IN  YErBA  BUEM 
PPOJECT  APEA 


Block  No. 

1 

Condition 
2  3 

of 
h 

Structures 

Totel  of 
Buildinpis 

To  Be 
Petained 

3705 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

2 

1 

3706 

3 

6 

9 

10 

6 

3U» 

6 

3707 

0 

3 

1 

1 

3 

8 

3 

3722 

2 

2 

5 

h 

6 

19 

2 

3723 

1 

8 

13 

10 

16 

0 

3724 

1 

2 

') 

? 

Ih 

1 

Totals 

7 

21 

31 

31 

35 

125 

13 

^  ^'^16  s/^*^^  ^^'^^  ^^'^^ 
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February  1^^ ,  1966 


The  Honorable  John  Sparkmen: 

♦Totcl  of  all  buildings  in  Block  3706  is  Only  psrt 

of  the  block  is  included  in  project  area  because  of  the  arbit- 
rary boundary  line  establiehed  by  the  Fedevelopment  Agency. 
All  of  it  should  be  included  if  a  feir  analysis  of  the  figures 
is  to  be  mcde.     If  all  buildings  btc  included,  3  buildings  are 
in  condition  rating  #1,  6  in  #2,  9  in  #3,  end  b  totel  of  26 
would  be  in  #^  and  #5.     Of  these        buildings,  16  ere  to  be 
retained. 

This  information  enables  the  Association  to  prove  an  addi- 
tional violation  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Manual  snd  it  clso  requires 
the  AsEoci&tion  to  revise  certain  of  the  stftistictl  information 
used  in  our  February  9  analysis,  particularly  the  Block  3706 
figures  on  page  10  and  conclusions  on  peges  10  and  lU,  that  witti 
condition  rsting  #3  buildings  included  with  re  tings  #4  and  #5, 
the  number  of  "substandard"  buildings  in  the  north  of  Howard  St. 
eree  and  Block  3706  falls  below  20  percent.     The  revised  conclu- 
sions th&t  can  be  drawn  from  the  table  are  as  follows: 

(1)  More  than  50^,  53.6^  to  be  specific  of  the  buildings 
in  the  project  area  north  of  Howard  St. ,  ere  rated 
#^  and  #5  ftnd  ere  thus  not  "substandard"; 

(2)  Just  under  78^  of  the  buildings  in  the  project  erea 
north  of  Howard  St.  are  Yfted  #3,  and  #5,  2^  ,2.% 
being  #3,  and  53.6^  being       and  #5  combined.  Thus, 
about  22^  are  -Teted  #1  ana  #2  end  not  "less  than  20^6", 
as  the  Association  had  believed; 

(3)  In  Block  3706  (including  all  buildings  in  the  Block 
both  inside  and  outside  of  the  project  boundary),  at 
least  26  buildings  (possibly  Z7) ,  or  more  than  helf, 
are  rated  either  #^  or  #5,  or  are  to  be  left  standing 
because,  although  in  the  Block,  they  are  outside  the 
project  area  -  9  ere  reted  #3,  6  are  rated  #2  and  3 
are  rated  #1.    By  the  device  of  drewing  the  project 
aree  boundary  through  the  middle  of  en  integral  Block, 
the  Agency  changes  Block  figures  so  that  10  buildings 
ere  outside  the  boundary  —  the  total  thus  drops  from 
^4  to  3^ »  fts  the  above  footnote  points  out,  and  the 
percentage  of  "substandard"  structures  in  the  Block 

is  consequently  arbitrarily  changed  from  about  Uo,9^ 
to  50^1  or  slightly  more  then  that,  aependlng  on 
Agency  clearance  or  retention  decisions,  which  fre- 
quently change.     For  example,  a  Block  3706  building 
reted  #2  until  Just  recently  is  now  rated  #^  end  is  to 
be  reteined. 


;  .^woH  'to  iiJ'ion 

.    ..'.003         ^'i-:    -a  4 
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Februery  lU ,  1966 


The  Honorable  John  Sparkman: 


(ii)     By  tsklng  in  ell  of  Block  3706  between  Merket 

and  Stevenson  Streets,  the  Association  can  show 
that  only  2  of  20  buildings,  or  10^  in  the 
"sizeable  area"  are  "substandard".     At  leest  20% 
is  required.     Inside  the  project  boundary  the 
figures  are,  as  we  seid  on  February  9,  2  "sub- 
standard" out  of  12,  or  less  than  20^. 

(5)     The  Association  now  maintains  end  can  show  that 
13  "incidental  properties"  are  to  be  left 
stending  in  the  north  of  Howard  sree.     This  is  in 
direct  violetlon  of  Urban  Renewal  Manual  provisions 
in  Project  Planning  10-1,  page  1,  which  reads  as 
follows  in  paragraph  (1): 

".......  No  incidental  properties  within 

the  perimeter  boundaries  —  whether  separate 
properties  or  small  groups  of  properties  — 
shall  be  excluded." 

This  provision  was  no  doubt  drawn  to  preclude 
favoritism  in  clearance  end  retention  decisions. 
If  that  is  correct,   it  has  not  been  applied  in 
Yerba  Buena. 

The  Associetion  now  has  a  color  coded  map,  which  more  then 
ever  proves  and  illustrates  that  the  "sizeable  area"  north  of 
Howard  does  not  meet  the  Urban  Renewal  Manual  requirements.  We 
will  submit  that  map,  along  with  other  exhibits,  to  the  Committee 
and  the  UFA  within  e  short  time  to  expedite  the  inquiry  we  have 
requested.     The  Association  regrets  thpt  it  was  unable  to  present 
the  foregoing  information  on  February  9,  but  the  press  of  time 
and  the  unavailability  of  the  Information  in  a  form  comprehensible 
to  the  Associetion  made  such  a  presentation  virtually  impossible. 
I  should  point  out  that  the  bond  issue  mentioned  on  page  2  of 
my  February  9  letter  and  on  page  3  of  the  Memorandum  of  Analysis 
is  %kZ.k  million,  not  *16  million.     This  figure  has  been  revised 
upw&rd  several  times  by  the  Bedevelopment  Agency.     Whatever  the 
figure  turns  out  to  be,  the  issues  will  require  a  two- thirds 
approval  by  the  electorate.    To  begin  Plan  B  of  Yerba  Buena  prior 
to  such  an  election  cannot  be  within  the  contemplation  of 
Congress,  the  Housing  Acts  or  the  URA  regulations. 

I  have  sent  copies  of  this  letter  to  Commissioner  William 
Slayton  of  UFA  since  he  has  copies  of  the  February  9  Analysis 
which  is,  accordingly,  herewith  revised  and  extended,  and  otherwise 
reaffirmed. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Neil  D.  Naiden 


roD  ... 


7ehruary  ), 


Tn.Q    [onora'jle  Tohn  J,  "oarkman 
Ciilrian,  '■ubcoirnittee  on  'louslnr: 
loora  3203,  3enat?  "^rfiae  nulldin:: 


The  oouth  of  "larket  T-nnrovenent  Association,  Inc.,  a 
non-nrofit  cornoratlon  conalstln":  of  o'^ners  of  property  In  the 
r)ro")03e''-l  B7-'icre  urban  renewal  pro.ject  entitled  "Verba  3uena 
Center''  l.-i  :;in  Pranclsco,  California,  herewith  nrotest.*?  to 
the  Coiinlttee  and  invites  the  Comnlttee  to  make  an  inquiry  into 
the  oroponei  project.     It  I3  the  Association's  position  that 
the  City  of  3an  ;^rancl3co  lledevelop^ent  A-xencv,  .vhloh  has  pre- 
pared the  nlan  and  ifj  to  defend  it  at  a  l^^'ebruary  14,  1966 
County  loard  of  ^iUnervlsors  hoarin-;^,  has  not  follovmd,  but  has 
flouted,  the  re^sulationrj  of  the  Urban  Renewal  'lanual,  esneclally 

they  relate  to  de-nolltlon  and  clearance  of  basically  sound 
structures? ,     A  detailed  nenorandun  sunportini^  this  aller^ation 
is  attached  hereto  to  enable  the  Co-nr-iittae  to  examine  this 
latter  in  detail. 

This  flrn,  v^hlch  represents  the  Association,  has  sent 
a  copy  of  the  attached  'nenorandum  to  Conmlssioner  '/illiani 
'layton  askin>^  for  review;  by  his  office.     It  is  our  belief 
that  an  inquiry  by  the  General  Accountln;^  Office  alonf?  the 
lines  conducted  in  the  Cleveland  Krievle>f  Troject  will  co-aplete- 
ly  sustain  our  position.     The  Association  is  nrepared  to  assist 
the  Connlttee,  the  General  Account in^^  Office  or  the  Urban 
"{enewal  Administration  In  an  Inquiry, 

The  Association  is  fa'illiar  \vlth  the  General  Accountln^r 
Office  investl'^.ation  of  i^rleview  and  vith  that  project.  The 
Yerba  3uena  Center  is  a  far  Tjore  flagrant  exa^inle  of  maladTilnls- 
tratlon  and  unnecessary  destruction  of  sound  bulldlnR;s  than 
r\rlevlev;,     Tt  Is  a  lar'-.er  project,  calls  for  demolition  of  -nore 
than  350,  possibly  as  -lany  as  38O  or  390  of  40^4  bulldinj^s,  is 
far  lore  expensive,  is  reolete  with  devices  such  as  alternate 
plans  vJhich  serve  as  a  'leans  for  the  ^^edevelopnent  A^^ency  to 
escaoG  the  restrictions  of  the  Urban  lenev/al  danual,  and  bids 


c 


L 


The  ilonorable 

John  .1.  Sparkman 


-  2  - 


February  9,  1966 


fair  to  result  in  a  vast  stretch  of  territory  remalnlnfj  vacant 
for  years  and  years  In  the  "ilddle  of  downtown  3an  Francisco, 

The  Committee  earnestly  sought  to  eliminate  the  bad 
features  of  urban  renewal  In  Its  196'4  and  1965  Houslni^  Acts, 
Rehabilitation  was  the  basis  for  one  of  the  nrlnclpal  196*4 
amendments.      Yet  that  amendment  was  l-^nored  In  this  case. 
Rehabilitation  v/ould  be  possible  In  Verba  Buena,  despite  the 
shrill  outcries  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  that  It  would  not. 

The  Association  specifically  asks  that  this  matter  be 
lnvestlp;ated  orlor  to  the  execution  of  the  Loan  and  Grant 
Contract  by  the  Urban  Renewal  Administration  and  the  local 
public  ac^ency,  which  could  take  place  anytime  after  February 

when  the  County  will  consider  the  renewal  olan  at  a  Board 
meetln?^.     At  the  February  1*1  meetlnr^  the  Association  will  pro- 
test the  nlan,  usln^  the  3ane  basic  line  of  attack  contained 
In  the  attached  memoranfiun,     '7e  also  plan  to  Initiate  litl."^atlon 
in  California,  however.  It  Is,  nevertheless,  possible,  althou,^h 
not  by  an7  means  certain,  that  the  County  will  accept  the 
Redevelopment  A-^ency  olan  at  its  meeting?  or  shortly  thereafter 
and  that  the  Urban  Renewal  Administration  would  then  enter  Into  I 
a  contract  which  would  enable  demolition  to  bej^ln.     There  is  no  ' 
need  for  this  haste  since  the  core  of  the  Verba  Buena  plan  is 
a  sports  arena  and  convention  center  which  requiros  a  .It^fT million 
bond  issue  which  cannot  rro  to  the  voters  until  at  least  trie 
summer  of  1966,     If  that  bond  issue  ii  defeated,  the  Yerba 
3uena  i'lan  A,  as  it  is  styled,  would  collapse.     The  basic  plan, 
however,  contains  a  device,  called  Plan  3,  which  Is  desli^ned 
to  enable  the  Urban  Renevral  Administration  to  enter  Into  a  con- 
tract immediately,  and  for  bulldozin^i^  and  land  acquisitions  to 
be;ln  immediately.     This  is  an  ln?^enious    way  to  escape  the 
Intent  and  purpose  of  the  Houslnr*.  Act  and  of  the  Urban  Renewal 
Administration  re^iulatlons ,     '^e  believe  it  would  be  unlawful  in 
lli'ht  of  the  record  as  it  has  developed. 

Ve  respectfully  request  that  your  Committee  Inquire  Into 
this,  especially  throu^b  the  new  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  and,  also,  the  independent  H^eneral  Accounting  Office, 

Sincerely  yours. 


Meil  D,  Maiden 


Enclosure 


•Ill  «*;-«.  V 
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February  9,  1966 


MEMORANDUM  RE  SOUTH  OP  MARKET  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION 

SUBJECT:     Analysis  of  Urban  Renewal  Project  In  San  Francisco, 
California,  known  as  the  Yerba  Buena  Center.  

This  memorandum  will  analyze  the  City  of  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  Urban  Renewal  Project  for  the  Yerba  Buena 
Center  in  San  Francisco.     If  this  project  is  to  go  forward,  a 
temporary  loan  of  approximately  $50  million  by  the  Urban  Renewal 
Administration  of  the  Federal  Government  to  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  will  be  required  and,  ultimately,  a  capital  grant  of  about 
$31  million  as  well.     As  is  usual  in  these  cases,  extensive 
background  is  required  to  understand  the  project  and  whether  the 
Federal  laws  and  regulations  applicable  to  it  have  been  observed. 
It  will  be  the  contention  of  this  memorandum  that: 

(1)  Congress  intended  in  enacting  Public  Law 
85-560,  the  Housing  Act  of  196^1,  that  URA, 
and  Local  Public  Agencies,  should  encourage 
rehabilitation  rather  than  mass  demolition 
of  the  center  of  American  cities. 

(2)  The  URA  regulations  relating  to  demolition 
and  clearance  of  "substandard  buildings" 
have  not  been  followed.     Instead  they  have 
been  flouted. 

(3)  More  specifically,  because  the  Loan  and 
Grant  Application  in  this  case  contains 
two  plans,  called  Plan  A  and  an  alternate. 
Plan  B,  the  actions  and  findings  required 
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i^'emorandum  re  South  of  Market 

Improvement  Association  -  2  -  February  9,  1966 

of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  in  order 
for  Plan  B,  which  is  quite  different 
from  Plan  A,  to  conform  to  the  regula- 
tions of  URA  in  the  Urban  Renewal  Manual 
have  not  been  taken. 
(4)     In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  URA  does 
not  have  authority  and  should  not  enter 
into  the  proposed  Loan  and  Grant  Contract 
with  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  irrespective 
of  whether  or  not  the  urban  renewal  plan 
and  the  project  are  approved  by  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  at  a  County 
Board  of  Supervisors  meeting  scheduled  for 
February  14,  1966,  or  are  approved  at  a 
later  time. 

Background 

The  Yerba  Buena  Project  is  a  proposal  to  demolish  351  out 
of  404  structures  in  an  87  acre  area  south  of  Market  Street  in  San 
Francisco.     The  area  runs  approximately  four  city  blocks  in  depth 
and  from  a  block  and  one-half  to  two  blocks  wide,  depending  upon 
where  the  measurement  is  taken.     In  the  place  of  the  351  demolished 
buildings,  the  Agency  proposes  some  20  or  more  office  buildings, 
underground  garages,  two  commercial  theaters,  a  museum,  a  sports 
arena  and  convention  center,  a  housing  center  for  500  single  men 
and  a  light  industrial  area.     There  are,  it  should  be  noted,  two 
plans.     Plan  A  has  at  its  core  a  sports  arena  and  convention  center 


i 


Memorandum  re  South  of  Market 

Improvement  Association  -  3  -  February  9,  1966 

Plan  B  is  only  additional  office  buildings  and  light  industrial 
installations  and  has  no  sports  arena  and  convention  center. 
Both  Plan  A  and  Plan  B  are  included  in  the  Loan  and  Grant  Applica- 
tion which,  if  it  is  executed,  will  enable  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
to  immediately  begin  acquiring  property  and  demolishing  buildings 
in  the  project  area. 

This  area  had  originally  been  destined  for  rehabilitation 
rather  than  demolition^  but  in  the  summer  of  196^  the  Redevelopment 
Agency,  after  a  several  year  commitment  to  rehabilitation,  suddenly 
switched  from  rehabilitation  into  a  comprehensive  demolition  pi  -  .  .• 
Since  then,  essentially  all  of  the  discussion  of  planning  has 
related  solely  to  Plan  A,  the  sports  arena  and  convention  center 
plan.     It  is  abundantly  plain  to  those  who  spend  time  in  San  Fran- 
cisco or  study  this  problem  that  the  general  impression  created  by 
the  planners,  by  the  public  hearing  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
conducted  August  24,  I965,  and  by  the  publicity  which  has  been  a 
prelude  to  the  February  14,  1966  County  Supervisors  meeting,  is 
that  Yerba  Buena  is  a  plan  for  a  sports  arena  and  convention  center, 
theaters  and  museums.     There  has  been  little  or  no  public" discussion 
or  understanding  of  Plan  B,  which  is,  to  be  blunt  about  it,  simply 
a  device  for  beginning  demolition  immediately  after  the  Loan  and 
Grant  Contract  is  executed  by  the  Federal  Government,  quite  apart 
from  and  months  before  the  City  decides  whether  to  support  the  $^4^ 
million  bond  issue  required  for  the  sports  arena  and  convention 
center . 

Thus,  it  cannot  be  known  for  months,  perhaps  years,  whether 
or  not  the  sports  arena  and  convention  center  can  be  included  in 
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the  project.    Already  it  is  reasonably  clear  that  the  theaters 
and  museums  will  not  come  into  the  Center. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  held  a  so-called  public  hearing  to 
consider  the  plan  on  August  24,  I965.     At  this  hearing  advocates 
of  the  plan  were  allowed  to  speak  at  length,  particularly  Mr.  M. 
Justin  Herman,  the  Director  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  v/hile 
opponents  of  the  plan  were  restricted  to  five  minutes.     It  is  true 
that  one  opponent,  the  Associated  Investors  of  Northern  California, 
a  corporation,  and  certain  other  persons  who  comprise  it,  and 
other  property  owners,  were  "allowed"  to  file  a  motion,  after  a 
struggle  on  the  record  with  Mr.  Herman,  asking  for  a  90  day  continu- 
ance of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  hearing,  and  were  allowed  to  speak 
slightly  more  than  five  minutes.    However,  the  hearing  was  conducted 
in  such  a  way  that  no  effective  opposition  to  the  Redevelopment  plan 
was  possible.     Only  5  days  notice  had  been  given.     The  record  of 
the  hearing  was  left  open  for  60  days,  and  parties  opposing  the 
plan  were  given  the  opportunity  to  file  statements  in  opposition. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  since  then  has  approved  the  plan,  and 
forv;arded  it  to  the  County  Board  of  Supervisors  where  it  will  be 
considered  at  the  February  14,  I966  meeting.     Following  this  meeting, 
and  if  the  City  approves  the  plan,  the  Federal  Government,  acting 
through  the  Urban  Renewal  Administration,  can  be  expected  to  enter 
into  a  Loan  and  Grant  Contract  under  which  approximately  $50 
million  in  a  "temporary  loan"  will  be  made  available  to  the  City  of 
San  Francisco  so  that  the  project  and  the  demolition  can  begin. 

The  South  of  Market  Improvement  Association,  an  association  of 
property  owners  representing  approximately  600,000  square  feet  of 
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the  land  in  the  project  area,  will  protest  the  Redevelopment 
Agency's  plan  at  the  County  Board  meeting  on  February  14  along 
the  lines  of  this  memorandum.    The  Association  hopes  at  that 
meeting  to  cross-examine  Mr.  Herman  on  the  plan  and  to  demonstrate 
to  the  Board  that  the  Agency  has  not  stayed  within  the  generous 
confines  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Manual,  the  URA  bible  for  such  pro- 
jects.   Neither  the  South  of  Market  Improvement  Association  nor 
Associated  Investors  have  been  able  to  obtain  from  the  Redevelop- 
ment Agency  the  basic  planning  documents  and  surveys  which  were 
apparently  relied  upon  by  the  Agency  in  preparing  its  plan,  nor 
has  either  been  able  to  obtain  any  cooperation  from  the  Redevelop- 
ment Agency  staff,  which  has  refused  property  owners  access  to 
records,  and  would  not  even  permit,  at  least  for  a. long  time,  the 
Loan  and  Grant  Application  to  be  copied.    Since  the  basis  of  any 
case  to  be  made  against  a  project  of  this  kind  has  to  be  found  in 
the  detailed  paperwork  of  the  Loan  and  Grant  Application,  the 
refusal  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  to  supply  copies  of  its  Appli- 
cation to  property  owners  was,  in  effect,  an  obvious  attempt  to 
frustrate  its  opponents.    Finally,  the  South  of  Market  Improvement 
Association  appeared  at  the  local  offices  of  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  with  a  portable  copier  and  demanded  the  right  to  make  a  copy 
of  the  Loan  and  Grant  Application.     Faced  with  this  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  finally  consented  to  let  the  Application  be  copied. 

The  gravamen  of  the  complaint  which  is  being  made  here  by  the 
South  of  Market  Improvement  Association  and  which  will  be  made  before 
the  County  Board,  will  be  that  the  Urban  Renewal  Manual  has  not  been 
followed,  that  the  estimated  cost  of  the  project  is  far  too  low. 
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that  the  tricky  combination  of  Plan  A  and  Plan  B  by  the  Agency, 
which  can  result  in  the  demolition  of  more  than  200  basically  sound 
structures,  is  not  authorized  by  URA  regulations  or  contemplated 
by  the  Housing  Act  of  19^9,  as  amended,  and  that  there  is  no 
justification  for  Plan  B  which  includes  only  office  buildings  and 
commercial  ventures  and  has  no  public  facilities. 

Applica'ijle  Laws  and  Regulations  -  Legislative  Background 

The  applicable  statute  in  this  case  is  the  Housing  Act  of 
19^9,  as  amended.     The  principal  amendments  which  are  of  interest 
in  this  case  are  those  of  1964  and  I965  Housing  Acts,  particularly 
the  1964  Act  which  followed  on  the  heels  of  the  investigation  of 
the  General  Accounting  Office  into  the  Erieview  Urban  Renewal 
Project  in  Cleveland,  Ohio,  and  after  extensive  legislative  hearings 
by  both  the  Senate  and  House  Banking  and  Currency  Committees.  That 
report  is  especially  relevant  inasmuch  as  the  General  Accounting 
Office  concluded  in  that  case  that  premature  Federal  approval  of 
large  scale  demolition  in  that  project  was  attributable  to  the 
Urban  Renewal  Administration's  vague  criteria  for  determining 
whether  buildings  were  "substandard  to  a  degree  requiring  clearance" 
and  to  the  ineffective  review  of  local  action  by  the  local  Housing 
and  Home  Finance  office.     The  General  Accounting  Office  in  that 
case  concluded  that  the  City  of  Cleveland  had  designated  84,  or 
71%,  of  118  existing  buildings  in  the  project  area  as  "substandard" 
because  of  what  the  City  considered  to  be  serious  building  deficien- 
cies.    The  General  Accounting  Office  review  showed  that  only  24, 
or  about  20%,  of  the  buildings  in  the  project  were  substandard. 
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if  the  Urban  Renewal  Administration's  criteria  were  properly  used. 
Had  the  Urban  Renewal  Administration's  criteria  been  properly 
applied  to  the  project,  even  as  they  were  then  written,  the  project 
could  not  have  been  carried  out. 

The  same  painful  conclusion  can  be  drawn  and  supported  in 
the  Yerba  Buena  case. 

This  memorandum  will  set  out  the  basic  facts  with  respect  to 
the  Yerba  Buena  Center,  in  the  hope  that  the  Senate  and  House 
Banking  and  Currency  Committees,  and  the  General  Accounting  Office, 
and  hopefully,  the  Urban  Renewal  Administration,  will  cause  the 
biased  findings  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  to  be  re-examined  and 
the  regulations  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Administration  to  be  properly 
and  fairly  applied.     In  any  case,  and  quite  apart  from  the  lav/  and 
regulations,  the  inclusion  in  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  of  Plan  B, 
v;hich  has  no  public  purpose,  and  with  respect  to  which  there  is  a 
candid  admission  in  the  Loan  and  Grant  Application  that  the  regu- 
lations have  not  been  followed,  should  be,  indeed,  ±s  required  to 
be,  eliminated  if  careful  review  is  made.     Thus,  at  a  minimum 
no  Federal  approval  of  the  Loan  and  Grant  Application  could  be 
given,  at_  least  until  after  the  bond  issue  needed  to  finance  Plan 
A  is_  voted  upon  late    in  the  summer  of  1966 . 

The  relevant  chapters  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Manual  include 
■'Project  Eligibility  3-1",  where  it  is  provided  that  at  least  20% 
of  the  buildings  in  a  project  area  must  contain  one  or  more  build- 
ing deficiencies  and  that  the  area  itself  must  contain  at  least 
two  environmental  deficiencies .     The  chapter  goes  on  to  provide  that 
if  "any  sizable  part"  of  the  project  area  fails  to  meet  the 
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distribution  of  deficiencies  test,  inclusion  of  the  part  must  be 

necessary  either  to  achieve  the  urban  renewal  objective  for  the 

total  project  area  or  to  bring  the  project  area  to  a  sound  boundary. 

The  Manual  states: 

"Any  included  area  not  meeting  the  distribution-of- 
deficiencies  test  cannot  be  more  than  a  relatively 
minor  portion  of  the  project  area." 

The  other  relevant  chapter  of  the  Manual  is  "Project  Planning 

10-1",  which  provides  in  paragraph  (1)  under  Criteria  for  Project 

Area  that : 

"Any  sizable  area  within. the  perimeter  boundaries 
which  cannot  be  Justified  for  inclusion  under  the 
'Distribution  of  Deficiencies'  test  in  Chapter  3-1 
must  be  excluded  from  the  project  area." 

The  broad  thrust  of  Chapter  10-1  of  these  regulations  is  that  at 

least  50%  of  the  buildings  in  "a  sizable  area"  must  be  so  structurally 

substandard  as  to  require  clearance.     To  be  "substandard"  a  building 

must  contain  defects  in  structural  elements  and/or  other  specified 

defects  which  in  combination  must  be  significant  enough  to  Justify 

clearance  of  the  building.     If  50%  are  not  substandard,  then  in 

every  case  at  least  20%  must  be  "substandard"  and  enough  more  to 

rr.ake  50%  must  meet  one  of  six  other  specific  requirements.  These 

are  the  URA  regulations  that  caused  the  Congressional  and  GAO 

interest  in  the  Erieview  case.     Following  the  Erieview  report  in 

1963,  Congress  in  1964  amended  the  Housing  Act  to  rid  it  of  the 

weakness  that  permitted  the  extensive  demolition  in  the  Erieview 

case.     The  Report  of  the  Senate  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  of 

July  29,  1964,  accompanying  S.3049,  which  finally  was  approved 

September  2,  1964  as  the  Housing  Act  of  1964,  stated  that: 
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"...  the  URA  should  carefully  screen  the 
applications  (for  projects)  and  limit  approval 
to  those  projects  which  fully  comply  with  the 
intent  of  the  law  and  in  which  the  community 
fully  demonstrates  its  capacity  and  willingness 
to  bring  about  a  timely  completion  of  the  project. 
The  Committee  is  aware  of  the  poor  public  image 
created  by  too  many  incomplete  projects,  parti- 
cularly those  which  seem  to  have  come  to  a  dead 
halt  at  the  bulldozer  stage." 

Follov/ing  the  enactment  of  the  1964  amendment  the  URA,  on  September 

16,  1964,  advised  all  Local  Public  Agencies  in  LPA  Letter  No.  307 

that  the  1964  Act  emphasized  the  availability  of  and  need  for  spot 

rehabilitation,  and  pinpointed  the  fact  that  Section  307  of  the 

1964  Act  required  a  finding  that  demolition  could  only  be  undertaken 

if  the  Administrator  determined  that  the  objectives  of  the  plan 

could  not  be  met  by  rehabilitation.     The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 

Agency  received  this  advice  and  ignored  it,  although  it  had  only 

just  then  converted  what  had  been  a  program  for  spot  rehabilitation 

of  Yerba  Buena  into  a  demolition  project  calling  for  a  sports  arena 

and  convention  center.     (The  switch  came  suddenly  and  at  the  very 

time  the  1964  Housing  Act  was  being  considered  and  approved.) 

Aralysis  of  the  Loan  and  Grant  Application 

The  proof  of  the  allegations  in  this  memorandum  is  in  the  Loan 
and  Grant  Application  itself  for  the  most  part.     It  must  be  conceded 
to  begin  with  that  the  area  of  21  acres  north  of  Howard  Street ,  one- 
third  of  the  total  area,  is  a  "sizable  area"  and  more  than  a 
"relatively  minor  portion  of  the  project  area".     It  is  comprised 
mainly  of  two  large  blocks,  3706  and  3723,  plus  small  portions  of 
Blocks  3705,  3724,  3707  and  3722.     Either  Block  3706  or  Block  3723, 
standing  alone,  constitutes more  than  a  "relatively  minor  portion 
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of  the  project  area".    Therefore,  the  distribution  of  deficiencies 
test  described  in  "Project  Eligibility  3-1"  of  the  Urban  Renewal 
Manual  and  the  "sizable  area"  test  for  clearance  and  redevelopment 
in  "Project  Planning  10-1"  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Manual    must  be 
met  by  the  total  area  north  of  Howard  Street  and  by  each  of  the 
separate  blocks  standing  alone.     Moreover,  in  Block  3706,  which 
contains  the  so-called  breakthrough  to  Market  Street,  the  12  pro- 
perties which  front  on  the  south  side  of  Market  Street  are  by 
themselves  a  "sizable  area"  and  more  than  a  "relatively  minor 
portion  of  the  project  area",  within  the  meaning  of  the  Urban 
Renewal  Manual.     In  Block  3706,  only  two  of  the  12  buildings  front- 
ing on  Market  Street  are  classified  "substandard  requiring  clear- 
ance" by  the  Redevelopment  Agency;  9  of  the  remaining  13  buildings 
in  3706  are  also  so  classified.     If  the  Market  Street  area  consti- 
tutes a  "sizable  area"  by  itself,  then  the  Yerba  Buena  Project 
violates  the  Manual,  since  less  than  20^  of  the  buildings  of  this 
"sizable  area"  are  "substandard  requiring  clearance" .     If  all  of 
the  block  is  required  to  meet  the  "sizable  area"  test,  then  11  of 
25,  or  4^^,  of  all  the  buildings  in  Block  3706  are  "substandard 
requiring  clearance".   (These  11,  like  all  so-called  substandard 
buildings  in  the  project  area,  were  graded  from  1  through  5  by  a 
building  inspector.     Grade  5  was  a  perfect  grade,  4  meant  the 
buildings  had  only  minor,  deficiencies,  and  3a  2  and  1  were  all 
"substandard  requiring  clearance".)  The  11  substandard  buildings 
are  less  than  the  required  50%.    Thus,  the  following  provisions  of 
the  Manual  "Project  Planning  10-1"  are  invoked: 

"In  a  built-up  project  area  or  sizable  part 
thereof  which  is  proposed  for  clearance  and 
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redevelopment,  one  of  the  following  conditions 
must  exist : 

(1)  More  than  50  percent  qf  the  buildings, 
not  including  accessory  outbuildings, 
must  be  structurally  substandard  to  a 
degree  requiring  clearance  as  determined 
by  specific  criteria  consistent  with 
the  definition  set  forth  below. 

(2)  More  than  20  percent  of  the  buildings 
must  be  structurally  substandard  to  a 
degree  requiring  clearance,  and  addi- 
tional clearance,  in  an  amount  bringing 
the  total  to  more  than  50  percent  of 
the  buildings,  must  be  warranted  to 
effectively  remove  existing  blighting 
influences  such  as: 

(a)  Inadequate  street  layout. 

(b)  Incompatible  uses  or  land  use 
relationships . 

(c)  Overcrowding  of  buildings  on  the 
land. 

(d)  Excessive  dwelling  unit  density. 

(e)  Obsolete  buildings  not  suitable 
for  improvement  or  conversion. 

(f)  Otner  identified  hazards  to 
health  and  safety  and  to  the  gen- 
eral well-being  of  the  community.'-' 

To  begin  with,  the  classification  of  the  buildings  classified 

as  "structurally  substandard"  in  Block  3706  can  be  challenged  as 

having  been  done  under  criteria  not  contemplated  by  the  Manual 

(and  for  that  matter,  the  same  is  true  of  all  the  blocks  in  the  21 

acres  north  of  Howard  Street),  because  the  stsmdards  used  to  judge 

whether  or  not  those  buildings  were  structurally  substandard  bear 

little  or  no  relationship  to  the  requirements  of  the  Urban  Renewal 

Manual.     The  Manual  requirements  are  that  the  buildings  must  contain 

defects  in  structural  elements  and/or  a  combination  of  deficiencies 
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in  utilities  and  facilities,  light  and  ventilation,  fire  protection. 

layout  and  condition  of  interior  partitions ,  or  similar  factors . 

These  defects  must  add  up  to  be  of  sufficient  total  significance  to 

justify  clearance.     In  the  case  of  Yerba  Buena  the  buildings  were 

given  Condition  Ratings  of  1  through  5,  Rating  5  being  sound,  and 

Rating  4  having  only  minor  defects.     But  Condition  Ratings  1,  2 

and  3,  as  the  Loan  and  Grant  Application  shows,  are  basically 

appraisals  rather  than  evaluations  of  building  structure .  The 

criteria  for  rating  buildings  as  1,  2  or  3  were  essentially  identical 

except  for  one  factor.     The  principal  difference  involved  a  judgment 

or  an  evaluation  of  whether  or  not  the  building,  when  rehabilitated, 

would  be  worth  more  than  the  value  of  the  improvements  plus  the 

cost  of  rehabilitation.     The  URA  Manual  contemplates  no  such  test. 

Such  a  test  is  totally  subjective,  and  enabled  the  Redevelopment 

Agency  to  reach  any  conclusion  it  desired.    The  explanatory  footnote 

to  Condition  Rating  #1,  reads  in  paragraphs ( 1)  and  (11)  as  follows: 

■'(1)     In  this  section  'very  serious'  and  'extensive' 
are  used  relative  to  the  size,  type,  and  value 
of  the  improvements.     In  structures  rated  under 
condition  rating  #1  code  (i.e.  all  applicable 
codes  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
and  the  State  of  California)  and  structural 
deficiencies  are  present  to  a  degree  where  the 
costs  of  correction  (rehabilitation)  added  to 
the  present  value  of  the  improvements  would  be 
likely  to  greatly  exceed  the  fair  market  value 
of  the  improvements  after  rehabilitation  (see 
Column  3) • 

Thus,  successful  and  economic  rehabilitation  is 
impossible  and  clearance  becomes  absolutely 
mandatory . " 
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"(11)     In  this  context  'greatly  exceed'  means  that 

the  cost  of  rehabilitation  plus  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  improvements  before  rehabilitation 
would  be  approximately  50  or  more  percent 
greater  than  the  fair  market  value  of  the 
improvements  before  rehabilitation." 

The  explanatory  footnote  for  Condition  Rating  #2  is  essentially 

identical  to  the  foregoing,  except  that  the  words  "very  serious" 

are  changed  to  "serious"  and  the  last  paragraph,  which  in  this 

case  is  paragraph  (10),  reads  as  follov;s : 

"(10)     In  this  context  'exceed'  means  that  the  cost 
of  rehabilitation  plus  the  fair  market  value 
of  the  improvements  before  rehabilitation 
would  range  from  26  to  49  percent  greater 
than  the  fair  market  value  of  the  improvements 
after  rehabilitation." 

In  the  explanatory  footnote  to  Condition  Rating  #3,  the  words 

"very  serious"  again  become  "serious"  and  in  paragraph  (10)  we  find 

that :  . 

"(10)     In  this  context  'exceed'  means  that  the  cost 
of  rehabilitation  plus  the  fair  market  value 
of  the  improvements  before  rehabilitation 
range  from  1  to  25  percent  greater  than  the 
fair  market  value  of  the  improvements  after 
rehabilitation . " 

Thus,  we  see  that  the  decision  to  place  the  buildings  in 

categories  1,  2  or  3  was  based  on  an  appraisal  of  the  properties 

after  completion  of  imagined  repairs  or  rehabilitation.     The  Sout:-: 

of  Market  Improvement  Association  asserts  that  the  condition  Rating 

#3  buildings,  the  rating  of  the  bulk  of  the  north  of  Howard  Street 

substandard  structures,  are  not  "substandard".     Any  fair  and 

objective  evaluation  would  show  that  all  of  these,  with  repairs, 

would  qualify  as  Condition  Rating  #4  or  #5  buildings.     It  should  be 

borne  in  mind  that  these  Agency  decisions  were  based  upon  information 
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developed  by  a  building  inspector  for  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and 
not  by  an  appraiser.    Even  if  they  had  been  made  by  an  appraiser 
it  would  not  enhance  the  quality  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  deci- 
sions regarding  the  structural  soundness  of  the  buildings  and  make 
them  sufficient  within  the  meaning  of  the  Manual.     Judgments  v;hich 
determine  whether  or  not  a  building  is  to  be  retained  or  cleared 
must  be  made  on  the  basis  of  criteria  in  the  Manual.     With  the 
Condition  Rating  #3  buildings  taken  out,  the  percentage  in  the 
"sizable  area"  north  of  Howard  Street  falls  to  less  than  the  require 
20/1. 

The  same  analysis  can  be  made  with  respect  to  Block  3723- 
All  48  buildings  now  standing  in  the  Block  are  to  be  demolished 
under  both  Plan  A  and  Plan  B,  and  of  these  48,  27  are  rated  as 
4  or  5  and  are  not  "substandard  requiring  clearance".     They  come 
down  anyway.     Twenty-one  of  the  buildings,  or  only  45^  ■>  are  given 
Condition  Ratings  1,  2  or  3,  and  of  these  21,  a  substantial  majority 
are  given  Rating  3j  the  highest  possible  rating  short  of  not  being 
substandard.     Thus,  far  less  than  50%  of  the  buildings  in  Block 
3723  are  "substandard". 

The  Agency  must,  therefore,  in  the  case  of  both  Blocks  3706 
and  3723,  rely  on  the  other  Chapter  10-1  Manual  criteria,  such  as 
inadequate  street  layout,  to  justify  the  demolition  of  the  remain- 
ing buildings  in  the  Blocks.     This  in  fact  must  be  true  of  all  the 
21  acres  north  of  Howard  Street,  where  the  percentage  of  so-called 
"substandard  buildings",  even  if  it  can  be  manipulated  somehow 
to  over  205?;,  which  is  not  the  case  if  the  Condition  Rating  #3 
buildings  are  moved  up  to  #4,  is  still  well  below  50%.  Therefore, 
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the  Redevelopment  Agency  must  employ  the  (a)  through  (f)  blighting 
influence  standards.    These  are: 

"(a)    Inadequate  street  layout. 

(b)  Incompatible  uses  or  land  use  relationships. 

(c)  Overcrowding  of  buildings  on  the  land. 

(d)  Excessive  dwelling  unit  density. 

(e)  Obsolete  buildings  not  suitable  for  improve- 
ment or  conversion. 

(f)  Other  identified  hazards  to  health  and  safety 
and  to  the  general  well-being  of  the  community . " 

These  standards  cannot  fairly  be  applied  to  the  area  north  of 
Howard  Street,  as  HHFA  personnel  could  easily  see  if  they  got  out 
of  their  offices  and  looked.    Even  such  application  as  they  may  have 
disappears  completely  when  Plan  A,  with  its  sports  arena  and  conven- 
tion center,  is  eliminated  and  Plan  B  is  substituted.     In  Plan  B, 
it  will  be  recalled,  office  buildings  are  to  be  constructed  instead 
of  public  facilities.    None  of  the  (a)  through  (f)  standards 
of  10-1  can  be  applied  to  Plan  B,  for  all  of  the  clearance-retention 
decisions  for  buildings  were  based  on  Plan  A.     In  R  212  of  the 
Loan  and  Grant  Application  the  following  statement  appears: 

"The  Redevelopment  Plan  provides  for  two  alternate 
land  use  plans:  Map  2,  Land  Use  Plan  A  and  Map  3, 
Land  Use  Plan  B.     Although  both  of  these  alternate 
land  use  plans  are  economically  feasible.  Land  Use 
Plan  A  with  a  core  of  cultural  uses  is  economically 
feasible  within  a  shorter  period  of  time.     In  order 
to  accommodate  Land  Use  Plan  A  with  its  somewhat 
greater  street  closings  and  space  requirements, 
clearance-retention  decisions  involving  planning 
considerations  were  based  upon  the  requirements  of 
Land  Use  Plan  A."     (Emphasis  added. ") 

An  examination  of  the  factors  determining  or  contributing  to 

a  decision  to  schedule  a  given  structure  for  clearance  reveals  that 
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they  were  as  follows : 

"(1)    Loss  of  access.   .  . 

(2)  New  rights-of-way.   .  . 

(3)  New  public  facilities.   .  . 

(4)  Other  changes  in  land  use.   .  ." 

Each  of  these  factors  relates  to  the  sports  arena  and  convention 
center  plan,  or  in  other  words.  Plan  A.     None  relates  to  Plan  B. 
Thus,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  has  failed  to  observe  the  Urban 
Renewal  Manual  criteria  which  come  into  play  when  the  number  of 
buildings  to  be  demolished  totals  more  than  20%  but  less  than  50% 
of  the  total.    Thus  it  is  clear  that: 

(1)  The  classification  of  the  buildings  as 
"substandard  requiring  clearance"  in 
Condition  Ratings  1,  2  or  3,  north  of 
Howard  Street,  can  be  successfully  chal- 
lenged under  URA  regulations  since  the 
evaluation  of  the  condition  of  the 
buildings  was  basically  an  appraisal 
rather  than  a  rating.   '  . 

(2)  Even  if  the  classification  cannot  be 
challenged,  the  percentage  of  buildings 
needed  to    justify  demolition  or  clearance 
is  not  met  without  resort  to  standards 
which  can  only  be  applicable  to  Plan  A. 
Therefore,  a  fortiori,  all  clearance- 
retention  decisions  are.  inapplicable . 
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Moreover,  the  URA  cannot  lawfully  make  the  required  finding 

under  Section  307  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1964.     Section  307  of  the 

Housing  Act  of  1964  provides: 

"Section  110(c)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  is 
amended  by  adding  immediately  after  and  below 
paragraph  (7)  the  following  nev;  paragraph: 

'Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  title,  no  contract  shall  be  entered 
into  for  any  loan  or  capital  grant  under  this 
title  for  any  project  which  provides  for  demo- 
lition and  removal  of  buildings  and  improve- 
ments unless  the  Administrator  determine  that 
the  objectives  of  the  urban  renewal  plan  could 
not  be  achieved  through  rehabilitation  of  the 
project  area'" 

This  amendment  requires  a  finding  by  the  Administrator  that  zhe 


objectives  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  plan,  v;hich  provides  for 
demolition  of  351  of  404  total  buildings,  cannot  be  achieved  through 
rehabilitation  of  the  project  area.  '  This  finding  has  not  yet  been 
made  and,  assuming  that  the  Loan  and  Grant  Application  is  more  than 
just  rubber  stamped  by  URA,  cannot  lawfully  be  made  with  respect 
to  Plan  B  because  of  the  way  the  clearance-retention  decisions  were 
m?.de  and  because  Plan  B  is  without  public  facilities.     The  objectives 
cT  Plan  B,  which  are  commercial  and  not  public,  might  well  be  met 
without  mass  demolitions. 

When  the  Redevelopment  Agency  received  LPA  Letter  No.  307 
informing  it  of  new  legislation,  it  was  obliged,  we  believe,  to 
call  a  halt  to  the  large  scale  program  requiring  demolition  of 
nearly  all  buildings  in  the  area. 

Whether  more  intensive  and  extensive  rehabilitation  could 
achieve  the  plan  could  not  be  known  until  studies  were  made. 

rno-re  extensive  rehabilitation  in  the  21  acres  north  of 


c 
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the  Howard  Street  area  could  have  been  achieved.  Nevertheless, 
no  attempt  whatever  to  consider  rehabilitation  was  made  after 
LPA  Letter  No.  307  was  received. 

Other  relevant  Evidence  in  the  Loan  and  Grant  Application 

In  the  Loan  and  Grant  Application  in  R  212(6) (b)  the  state- 
ment is  made  that  59-^%  of  the  buildings  in  the  project  area  are 
substandard  and  require  clearance.     This  percentage  is  totally 
misleading.     Only  1Q%  of  the  buildings  are  north  of  Howard  Street; 
Q2%  are  south  of  Howard  Street.     It  should  be  further  noted  that 
of  the  240  or  so  buildings  which  are  substandard,  151  are  wood. 
And  of  the  151  wood  buildings,  150  are  south  of  Howard  Street. 
Only  one  is  north  of  Howard. 

In  R  212,  page  3  of  17,  the  Loan  and  Grant  Application  states 
that  15  of  the  total  of  approximately  6l  acres  (excluding  streets) 
are  vacant,  and  that  this  constitutes  26%  of  the  total  and  is 
devoted  to  parking  lots  and  other  uses  which  the  Loan  and  Grant 
Application  has  pounced  upon  as  evidence  of  decay.     This  "evidence" 
also  demonstrates  the  extent  of  new  private  investment  in  reclaim- 
ing this  area.     The  total  is  well  over  $1  million,  and  it  was 
spent  in  tearing  down  more  than  20  "flophouses"  during  the  few 
recent  years  when  the  area  was  free,  of  a  city  designation  of 
blight  and  thus  free  of  the  threat  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 

In  R  213,  page  11  of  3I5  the  Loan  and  Grant  Application  makes 
it  clear  that  Plan  A  and  Plan  B  are  indistinguishable  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency.     In  this  section  the  Rede- 
velopment Agency  retains  the  right  to  apply  either  Plan  A  or  Plan 
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B  on  a  parcel  by  parcel  basls_,  which  means  that  the  Redevelopment 

Agency  can  at  all  times  maintain  that  Plan  A  is  in  effect  quite 

apart  from  whether  or  not  the  City  approves  the  upcoming  bond  issue. 

Moreover,  this  enables  the  Agency  to  wait  if  need  be  for  years  for 

a  second  or  third,  or  even  a  fourth  or  fifth  bond  issue  to  be 

offered  to  the  voters.     It  can  easily  maintain  that  it  has  the 

right  to  wait  for  years  and  years  for  theaters  or  other  public 

purpose  structures,  such  as  museums,  to  commit  themselves  to  the 

Yerba  Buena  area.     In  R  21^(2) (a)  on  page  1321,  the  following 

excerpt  appears: 

"Land  use  Plan  B.   .   .  the  two  plans  are  not  to  be 
considered  mutually  exclusive.    The  land  use  plan 
can  accommodate,  and  would  benefit  from,  the 
introduction  of  any  public  assembly  or  cultural 
facility  single  or  in  combination." 

This  clearly  reveals  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  has  the  option 

to  bulldoze  and  wait  if  the  bond  issue  for  Plan  A  fails.     This  is 

called  "flexibility".     Sooner  or  later,  theaters,  museums,  some 

sort  of  sports  arena  or  convention  center  or  other  public  purpose 

building  may  be  approved.     If  not,  in  the  meantime,  the  so-called 

Plan  B- enables  the  Agency  and  URA  to  proceed  Just  as  if  Plan  A 

had  been  approved,  despite  the  fact  that  the  Manual  standards 

required  for  Plan  B  have  not  been  met. 

This  is  true  despite  the  fact  that  the  presentation  for  the 

Yerba  Buena  Center  has  been  almost  exclusively  about  Plan  A.  This 

propaganda  does  not  mention  the  alternate  Plan  B.    Nor  does  the 

Loan  and  Grant  Application  to  any  extent  mention  Plan  B.    It  devotes 

9  pages  to  Plan  A  and  three  paragraphs  to  Plan  B  in  Section  R  214, 

and  mentions  Plan  B  elsewhere  only  in  a  backup  sense.  Throughout 
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the  history  of  the  project  all  emphasis  has  been  on  Plan  A  - 
practically  no  emphasis  has  been  on  Plan  B,  except  when  the  Rede- 
velopment Agency  was  pressed  into  discussing  the  possibility  that 
the  bond  issue  might  fail. 

It  should  be  noted,  incidentally,  that  in  R  2l4(2)(e)  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  makes  it  clear  that  even  though  it  has  indicated 
to  some  persons  that  it  intends  for  their  buildings  to  be  retained, 
that  all  these  decisions  are  subject  to  re-evaluation.     Thus,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  retains  the  right  to  impose  its  improvement 
plans  on  any  building  to  be  retained,  and  if  these  requirements  are 
not  met  the  buildings  can  be  knocked  down. 


Neil  D.  Naiden 
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To  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 

Herewith  Is  our  report  on  the  premature  approval  of 
large-scale  demolition  for  the  Erlevlew  urban  renewal  Proj- 
ect I,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  by  the  Urban  Renewal  Administration, 
Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency. 

The  Urban  Renewal  Administration  approved  Federal  grants 
of  over  $10  million  and  Federal  loans  of  over  ^33  million  for 
large-scale  demolition  in  Project  I — Erlevlew  without  making 
an  adequate  examination  of  the  structural  condition  of  the 
buildings  In  the  projeot  area  to  verify  that  the  extent  of 
clearance  proposed  by  the  city  of  Cleveland  was  warranted. 

The  Urban  Renewal  Administration's  approval  of  the  proj- 
ect was  based  on  building  inspection  reports,  submitted  by 
the  city  to  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency's  Chicago 
regional  office,  which  classified  Qh  (or  about  71  percent)  of 
the  llB  existing  buildings  in  the  project  area  as  substandard 
because  of  what  the  city  considered  to  be  serious  building 
deficiencies.    The  Agency's  records  indicate  that  regional 
office  personnel  did  not  inspect  the  interiors  of  the  build- 
ings in  the  project  prior  to  the  time  the  Urban  Renewal  Ad- 
ministration authorized  Federal  assistance  for  the  project. 

Our  review  showed  that  only  2k  (or  about  20  percent)  of 
the  buildings  in  the  project  were  substandard  because  of 
building  deficiencies  which  could  not  be  corrected  by  normal 
maintenance.    The  cited  deficiencies  of  the  other  60  build- 
ings were  minor  in  nature  and  could  be  corrected  through  nor- 
mal maintenance;  these  buildings,  therefore,  did  not  seem  to 
be  "substandard  requiring  clearance,"  pursuant  to  the  Urban 
Renewal  Administration's  eligibility  standards  for  clearance. 
Inasmuch  as  (1)  a  relatively  small  percentage  of  the  build- 
ings were  structurally  substandard,  (2)  demolition  is  gener- 
ally the  most  expensive  form  of  urban  renewal  treatment,  and 
(3)  the  intent  of  the  urban  renewal  legislation  is  to  encour- 
age alternative  forms  of  urban  renewal  treatment,  such  as 
rehabilitation  and  spot  clearance,  we  believe  that,  before 
approval,  the  Urban  Renewal  Administration  should  have  fully 
Investigated  the  situation  to  determine  whether  the  extent 
of  demolition  proposed  by  the  city  was  warranted. 
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In  our  opinion,  a  basic  cause  for  the  premature  Federal 
approval  of  Project  I  for  large-scale  demolition  is  the  Urban 
Renewal  Administration's  vague  criteria  for  determining 
whether  buildings  are  substandard  to  a  degree  requiring 
clearance.    Under  the  Agency's  current  criteria,  as  applied 
with  regard  to  Project  I,  a  city  may,  with  Urban  Renewal  Ad- 
ministration .approval,  designate  any  of  l?Es  buildings  as 
"substandard"  and  schedule  such  buildings  for  demolition  even 
though  far  less  costly  methods  of  urban  renewal  may  accom- 
plish the  objectives  of  the  urban  renewal  legislation. 


We  are  recommending  that  the  criteria  governing  the 
eligibility  of  areas  for  large-scale  demolition  be  revised  to 
more  clearly  define  the  condition  "substandard  requiring 
clearance"  and  that  this  condition  be  related  solely  to  the 
structural  condition  of  the  specific  buildings  being  con- 
sidered.   We  are  recommending  also  that  (1)  if  an  area  does 
not  have  a  significant  number  of  structurally  substandard 
buildings,  expenditure  of  Federal  funds  be  limited  to  less 
costly  forms  of  urban  renewal  (e.g.,  rehabilitation  and  spot 
clearance)  and  (2)  qualified  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency 
personnel  thoroughly  examine  the  condition  of  structures  in 
proposed  project  areas  before  such  areas  are  approved  for 
large-scale  demolition.  \ 


In  view  of  the  broad  powers  given  by  law  to  the  Adminis- 
trator, Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency,  and  the  Commissioner, 
Urban  Renewal  Administration,  we  believe  that  these  officials 
have  special  responsibilities  to  establish  rules  and  regula- 
tions which  will  (1)  enable  the  Agency  to  arrive  at  an  in- 
formed Judgment  as  to  the  extent  to  which  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment vrill  participate  in  proposals  made  by  localities  and 
(2)  provide  clearly  defined  policies  and  responsibilities  at 
all  levels  of  management  in  their  organizations.    In  this  re- 
gard, we  are  recommending  that  these  officials  take  the  nec- 
essary steps  to  obtain  more  effective  administration,  at  all 
such  levels,  of  the  Urban  Renewal . Administration' s  established 
policy  that  the  Government  will  not  share  in  the  cost  of  ac- 
quiring and  demolishing  properties  which  can  be  improved  and 
successfully  integrated  into  a  project. 

We  are  recommending  also  that  a  review  be  made  of  the 
proposed  demolition  in  Project  I — Erieview  with  the  view  to- 
ward retaining  those  buildings  that  can  be  successfully  in- 
tegrated into  the  project. 
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The  city  of  Cleveland  has  proposed  large-scale  demoli- 
tion for  a  separate  urban  renewal  project,  known  as  Proj- 
ect II — Erieview,  which  will  be  contiguous  with  Project  I. 
At  the  time  the  city  inspected  the  buildings  in  Project  I,  it 
also  inspected  the  buildings  in  the  Project  II  area.  The 
city  reported  that  71  percent  of  the  buildings  in  the  Proj- 
ect II  area  were  substandard.    We  did  not  review  the  city's 
inspection  reports  for  Project  II;  however,  in  view  of  our 
findings  with  respect  to  the  classifications  of  buildings  in 
Project  I,  we  proposed  that  the  Urban  Renewal  Administration 
advise  the  city  of  Cleveland  of  the  desirability  for  estab- 
lishing reasonable  classifications  for  the  buildings  in  the 
Project  II  area. 

We  requested  that  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency, 
the  Urban  Renewal  Administration,  and  the  city  of  Cleveland 
coniment  on  the  matters  discussed  in  this  report.    We  were  in- 
formed that  the  city  did  not  prepare  separate  comments  on  the 
report.    However,  the  Agency  solicited  and  received  the  views 
of  the  city  on  the  Agency's  proposed  comments  to  our  find- 
ings.   We  have  considered  the  resultant  comments  in  the  prep- 
aration of  this  report. 

The  Commissioner  does  not  concur  with  our  conclusions 
regarding  the  premature  approval  of  Project  I.    However,  he 
agreed  that  our  findings  indicate  that  there  may  be  a  need 
for  modification  of  the  city's  system  for  classifying  build- 
ings and  stated  that  the  city  of  Cleveland  would  be  advised 
to  make  the  necessary  modifications  with  respect  to  Proj- 
ect II  and  all  future  prpjects. 

Copies  of  this  report  are  being  sent  to  the  President  of 
the  United  States;  the  Administrator,  Housing  and  Home  Finance 
Agency;  and  the  Commissioner,  Urban  Renewal  Administration. 


Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States 
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REPORT  ON 

PREMATURE  APPROVAL  OF  LARGE-SCALE  DEMOLITION 


FOR  ERIEVIEW  URBAN  RENEWAL  PROJECT  I 
CLEVELAND,  OHIO 
BY 

THE  URBAN  RENEWAL  ADMINISTRATION 
HOUSING  AND  HOME  FINANCE  AGENCY 

INTRODUCTION 

The  General  Accounting  Office  has  made  a  review  of  the  basis 
upon  which  the  Urban  Renewal  Administration  (URA)  approved  Federal 
financial  assistance  for  large-scale  demolition  of  existing  struc- 
tures at  urban  renewal  Project  I — Erievlew,  Cleveland,  Ohio.  This 
project  was  approved  by  URA  on  the  basis  of  recommendations  made  by 
the  Chicago  Regional  Office,  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency 
(HHFA).    Our  review  was  made  pursuant  to  the  Budget  and  Accounting 
Act,  1921  (31  U.S. C.  53),  and  the  Accounting  and  Auditing  Act  of 
1950  (31  U.S.C.  67).    The  scope  of  our  review  Is  described  on 
page  37  of  this  report. 

The  authority  for  the  slum  clearance  and  urban  renewal  program 
Is  contained  In  title  I  of  the  Housing  Act  of  19^9,  as  amended  (^2 
U.S.C.  1^50).    This  act  authorizes  Federal  financial  assistance 
through  advances,  loans,  and  capital  grants  to  communities  for  the 
purpose  of  (1)  eliminating  and  preventing  the  spread  of  slums  and 
blighted,  deteriorated,  or  deteriorating  areas  and  (2)  providing 
maximum  opporJainlty  for  the  redevelopment,  rehabilitation,  and  con- 
servation of  such  areas  by  private  enterprise. 


Pursuant  to  section  106  of  the  Housing  Act  of  19^9^  as  amended 
ik2  U.S.C.  1^56),  the  Administrator,  HHFA,  delegated  to  the  Commis- 
sioner, URA,  broad  authority  for  administering  the  slum  clearance 
and  urban  renewal  program.    The  URA  office  is  in  Washington,  D.C.; 
the  field  activities  of  the  program  are  carried  out  by  the  seven 
HHFA  regional  offices.    Regional  Administrators.  HHFAy  approve  ur- 
ban renewal  projects,  subject  to  the  concurrence  of  the  Commis- 
sioner, URA.    A  list  of  principal  officials  responsible  for  the 
matters  discussed  in  this  report  is  presented  as  appendix  I. 

The  prime  responsibility  for  initiating  and  administering  the 
slum  clearance  and  urban  renewal  program  at  the  local  level  rests 
with  the  communities  themselves.    Each  slum  clearance  and  urban  re- 
newal project  is  carried  out  by  a  local  public  agency  (LPA)  which 
is  defined  by  statute  as  "any  State,  county,  municipality,  or  other 
governmental  entity  or  public  body,  or  two  or  more  such  entities  or 
bodies,  authorized  to  undertake  the  project  for  which  assistance  is 
sought."    With  respect  to  urban  renewal  work  undertaken  in  Cleve- 
land, the  LPA  is  a  department  of  the  city. 

Under  the  procedures  established  by  URA,  an  LPA  selects  the 
project  site;  plans  the  project;  acquires  the  land  in  the  project 
area;  temporarily  operates  and  maintains  the  acquired  project  prop- 
erties; assists  families  in  the  project  area  to  relocate  into  de- 
cent, safe,  and  sanitary  housing;  and,  when  necessary,  demolishes 
the  existing  structures.    Upon  completion  of  these  activities,  the 
LPA  may  sell  or  lease  the  project  land  to  private  or  public  rede- 
velopers  or  it  may  retain  the  land  for  its  own  use  in  accordance 
with  the  plan  for  redeveloping  the  area. 
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In  order  for  a  project  to  be  eligible  for  Federal  financial 
assistance,  the  proposed  project  plan  must  be  approved  by  the  re- 
sponsible HHFA  regional  office  and  the  Commissioner,  URA.    URA  pro- 
cedures require  that  LPAs  demonstrate  to  the  satisfaction  of  HHFA 
regional  offices  that  proposed  urban  renewal  plans  are  appropriate. 
Thus,  an  HHFA  regional  office's  review  of  a  project  plan  calling 
for  extensive  demolition  should  be  sufficiently  comprehensive  to 
assure  URA  that  such  urban  renewal  treatment  is  warranted  in  view 
of  legislative  and  URA  requirements. 

To  assist  in  the  administration  of  the  program,  URA  issued  an 
Urban  Renewal  Manual  which  contains  the  policies,  procedures  and 
requirements  to  be  adhered  to  by  .  the  LPAs  in  undertaking  a  slum 
clearance  and  urban  renewal  project  pursuant  to  title  I  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  19^9,  as  amended.    The  HHFA  regional  offices  are  re- 
sponsible for  determining  whether  the  LPAs  follow  the  requirements 

o 

of  the  manual  with  respect  to  the  submission  of  project  proposals 
and  subsequent  execution  of  the  projects. 

Federal  financial  assistance  for  slum  clearance  and  urban  re- 
newal projects  is  provided  through  planning  advances,  loans,  and 
capital  grants.    URA  may  advance  funds  to  LPAs  to  finance  the  plan- 
ning of  slum  clearance  and  urban  renewal  projects.    The  advances 
are  repayable  out  of  any  funds  which  subsequently  become  available 
to  the  LPAs  for  the  undertakings  of  the  projects;  if  projects  are 
not  undertaken,  the  planning  advances  are  not  repayable.    To  enable 
LPAs  to  undertake  projects,  URA  either  makes  direct  loans  to  the 
LPAs  or  guarantees  loans  obtained  by  the  LPAs  from  sources  other 
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than  the  Federal  Government.    XJRA  makes  capital  grants  for  up  to 
two  thirds  of  the  net  cost  of  the  projects;  however,  under  certain 
conditions  the  Federal  capital  grants  may  total  three  fourths  of 
net  project  costs.    The  project  costs  In  which  the  local  community 
and  the  Federal  Government  share  arise  principally  from  (1)  acqui- 
sition of  land,  (2)  demolition  of  existing  structures,  (3)  provi- 
sion of  project  improvements  and  supporting  facilities  which  are 
necessary  to  serve  the  new  uses  of  the  project  land,  and  (k)  pay- 
ment of  administrative  and  related  expenses  of  the  LPA.    The  Fed- 
eral Government  pays  also  100  percent  of  the  cost  of  relocating 
displaced  project  families  and  businesses. 

Section  110  of  the  Housing  Act  of  19^9,  as  amended  (^2  U.S.C. 
1^60),  provides  that  the  gross  cost  of  a  project  shall  comprise 
(1)  the  amount  of  the  expenditures  by  the  local  public  agency  with 
respect  to  any  and  all  undertakings  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
project  and  (2)  the  amount  of  such  local  grants-in-aid  as  are  fur- 
nished in  forms  other  than  cash.    Net  project  cost  is  defined  by 
section  110  of  the  act  as  the  difference  between  the  gross  project 
cost  and  the  aggregate  of  (1)  the  total  sales  price  of  all  land  or 
other  property  sold  and  (2)  the  total  capital  value  of  the  project 
land  or  other  property  to  be  leased  or  to  be  retained  by  the  local 
public  agency.    Sections  103  and  10^  of  the  Housing  Act  of  I9U9,  as 
amended  (^2  U.S.C.  1^53,  1^5^),  provide  that  net  project  cost  gen- 
erally will  be  shared  two  thirds  by  the  Federal  Government  and  one 
third  by  the  community.    This  basis  for  sharing  the  net  project 
cost  is  applicable  to  Project  I— Erieview. 
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BACKGROUND  INFORMATION  ON 
ERIEVIEW  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA 
The  city  of  Cleveland,  Ohio,  the  eighth  largest  city  In  the 
United  States  with  a  population  of  about  875,000,  covers  an  area  of 
about  81  square  miles.    The  I960  census  shows  that  there  were 
282,91^  housing  units  In  the  city  of  which  61,755  units,  or  about 
22  percent,  were  considered  as  substandard.    This  percentage  was 
about  the  same  as  the  average  percentage  of  substandard  housing 
shown  for  the  21  largest  cities  In  the  United  States,    The  downtown 
area  of  Cleveland  encompasses  1,375  acres  of  which  163  acres,  or 
about  12  percent,  has  been  designated  as  the  Erlevlew  urban  renewal 
area. 

In  1959,  the  city  planning  commission  adopted  a  general  plan 
for  the  development  of  downtown  Cleveland.    The  objective  of  the 
plan  Is  the  "orderly  and  Imaginative  development  of  the  area  In  or- 
der to  attract  the  maximum  number  of  persons,  business  and  commerce 
to  Downtown  Cleveland  so  as  to  assist  the  Downtown  area  In  continu- 
ing to  provide  a  dominant  portion  of  the  City's  tax  resources  ♦**," 
To  realize  this  objective,  the  commission  recognized  certain  needs, 
principally  those  for  (1)  Improving  the  physical  attractiveness  of 
downtown  Cleveland  to  enable  the  city  to  meet  the  competition  of 
newer  suburban  business  and  shopping  centers,  (2)  inducing  builders 
to  erect  additional  office  buildings  which  will  Increase  downtown 
employment  and  the  use  of  downtown  facilities  and  enhance  commer- 
cial concentration  at  the  city  center,  (3)  expanding  convention  fa- 
cilities and  attracting  builders  of  new  convention-type  hotels 
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which  will  make  Cleveland  competitive  with  other  cities,  (h)  devel- 
oping areas  for  Intown  housing  which  will  Increase  the  use  of  down- 
town facilities,  and  (5)  Improving  streets  and  parking  facilities 
and  adding  new  ones  to  make  the  downtown  area  more  accessible. 

After  the  planning  commission's  adoption  of  the  general  plan, 
the  Mayor  of  Cleveland,  In  November  1959,  requested  the  Cleveland 
Development  Foundation,  a  private  organization  representing  the 
city's  business  community,  to  study  and  recommend  methods  of  Imple- 
menting the  general  plan.    The  Foundation's  study  had  as  Its  objec- 
tive the  selection  of  a  site  in  downtown  Cleveland  which  could  be 
cleared  of  existing  structures  and  redeveloped  Into  an  Integrated 
area  of  office  buildings,  stores,  and  apartments.    The  study  re- 
sulted In  the  Foundation's  proposal  that  the  city  designate  for  ur- 
ban renewal  the  area  now  known  as  Erie view. 

In  May  I960,  the  city  obtained  from  HHFA  a  planning  advance  of 
$22^-,500  to  finance  further  urban  renewal  planning  for  the  Erie- 
view  area.     In  June  I960,  the  city  engaged  the  architecture  firm 
of  I.M.  Pel  and  Associates  to  draw  up  a  detailed  plan  for  the  rede- 
velopment of  the  Erievlew  urban  renewal  area.     Its  plan,  which  was 
adopted  by  the  city  planning  commission  In  November  I960,  shows 
Erievlew  to  be  an  area  of  I63  acres  or  approximately  one  eighth  of 
the  built-up  downtown  area.    The  plan  provides  for  demolishing  22h 
of  the  237  existing  buildings  in  the  area,  most  of  which  were  being 
used  for  retail,  office,  and  light  manufacturing  purposes.     Of  the 
163  acres  in  the  project  area,  only  about  5  acres,  or  3  percent  of 
the  total  area,  had  residential  buildings. 


The  urban  renewal  plan  sets  forth  the  uses  to  be  made  of  the 
Erlevlew  area  after  It  is  redeveloped.  A  summary  of  the  proposed' 
uses  follows. 

Office  space:    The  plan  provides  for  the  construction  of  a 
Federal  office  building  and  eight  private  office  buildings. 
The  private  office  buildings,  one  of  which  is  expected  to  be  a 
1+0-story  office  tower,  are  to  contain  about  3  million  square 
feet  of  space. 

Housing:    The  plan  provides  for  the  construction  of  eight 
30-story  luxury  apartment  buildings,  three  20-story  apartment 
buildings,  and  two  6-story  apartment  buildings.    These  apart- 
ment buildings  are  to  extend  over  a  large  part  of  the  eastern 
section  of  the  Erieview  area  and  will  contain  a  total  of  5,500 
dwelling  units. 

Other:    The  plan  provides  also  for  the  construction  of  a  600- 
room  hotel-motel,  shopping  centers,  and  several  parking  struc- 
tures capable  of  accommodating  6,900  automobiles. 

The  plan  for  redeveloping  the  Erieview  area  provides  for  two 
separate  projects.     Project  I,  which  is  located  in  the  western  part 
of  the  area,  will  be  principally  commercial;  Project  II  will  be 
largely  residential.    An  artist's  conception  of  the  downtown  area 
after  the  proposed  redevelopment  appears  as  appendix  II. 

A  loan  and  capital  grant  contract  providing  for  Federal  finan- 
cial assistance  for  Project  I' — Erieview  was  executed  in  March  1961. 
Federal  funds  of  $166,721  were  advanced  to  the  city  in  September 
1961  for  planning  Project  II;  however,  no  application  for  Federal 
loan  and  grant  for  the  project  had  been  received  by  URA  as  of  De- 
cember 31,  1962,    Maps  showing  the  existing  and  proposed  land  uses 
of  the  Erlevlew  area  are  shown  as  appendixes  III  and  IV. 
PROJECT  I— ERIEVIEW 

The  96-acre  area  constituting  Project  I — Erlevlew  contained 
118  buildings  of  which  13  were  to  be  retained  and  105  were  to  be 


demolished.    The  buildings  to  be  retained  Include  a  college,  a 
church,  a  hotel,  a  city  pumping  station,  and  several  commercial 
buildings.    The  LPA  reported  that,  of  the  105  buildings  to  be  demol 
ished,  8^-  were  substandard  structures.    These  105  buildings  housed 
68  individuals,  ^3  families,  and  about  ^-00  business  concerns.  As 
planned,  Project  I  is  to  be  redeveloped  primarily  as  a  commercial- 
retail  area  with  office  buildings  predominating  and  with  one 
30-story  and  three  20-story  apartment  buildings. 

The  loan  and  grant  contract,  approved  by  the  Commissioner, 
URA,  in  January  1961,  provides  for' (1)  a  temporary  loan  of 
$33>875,78^  to  enable  the  city  to  finance  the  acquisition  of  prop- 
erties within  the  project  area  and  to  meet  other  expenses  in  con- 
nection with  the  project,  (2)  a  capital  grant  of  $9,898,78^  to 
cover  the  Federal  Government's  approximate  share  of  the  estimated 
net  project  cost,  and  (3)  a  grant  of  $805,000  to  cover  relocation 
expenses  to  be  incurred  by  families  and  firms  displaced  from  the 
project  area.    To  December  31,  1962,  URA  had  made  loans  to  the  LPA 
totaling  $21,6^-6,000  but  had  made  no  grants. 

The  costs  of  Project  I — Erieview,  exclusive  of  relocation 
costs,  were  estimated  by  the  city  to  be  as  follows: 

Existing  buildings  and  land  within  the  project  to 
b«  purchased  by  the  city 

Deaolltlon  and  clearance  of  the  project  site 

Cost  of  parking  facilities,  streets  and  sidewalks, 
and  other  public  facilities  and  luproveniehts 
(includes  noacash  grants-in-aid  of  S5,557,0'+7  to 
b«  provided  by  the  city) 

Administrative  costs.  Including  Interest  on  loans, 
appraisal  expenses,  and  survey  and  planning  ex- 
penses 

Sstlmated  gross  project  cost  38,627,831 

Less  estloated  proceeds  from  sales  of  project 

land  to  redavelopers  2'^. 172. OOP 

Batimated  net  projset  coit  »15.'»?^.8"^1 


126,08'+, 396 
85'*,828 


8,759,826 
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The  above  summary  does  not  Include  the  redevelopers '  costs  for 
erecting  the  proposed  commercial  and  residential  buildings,  esti- 
mated by  the  city  at  about  $131  million.    Two  thirds  of  the  net 
project  cost  Is  to  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government;  to  meet  Its 
one-third  share,  the  city  is  to  be  allowed  noncash  grant-in-aid 
credit  for  the  cost  of  public  facilities  which  It  constructs  in  the 
project  area. 

PROPOSED  PROJECT  II— ERIEVIEW 

Project  II — Erievlew,  as  proposed,  will  comprise  a  67-acre 
area  adjoining  Project  I.    The  area,  which  is  devoted  principally 
to  commercial  and  light-industry  uses,  contains  121  buildings  of 
which  85  have  been  declared  substandard  by  the  city.    According  to 
the  city's  urban  renewal  plan,  all  121  buildings  (which  house 
68  Individuals,  ^-6  families,  and  166  business  concerns)  will  be  de- 
molished.   V/hen  redeveloped,  the  proposed  Project  II  would  almost 
entirely  comprise  high-rise  and  low-rise  apartment  buildings  accom- 
modating families  with  high  and  upper-middle  incomes. 

Although  Project  II — Erievlew  is  in  an  advanced  planning 
stage,  the  city  had  not,  as  of  December  31,  1962,  applied  to  URA 
for  a  temporary  loan  or  capital  grant  for  the  project.    As  shown  in 
the  city's  urban  renewal  plan,  the  estimated  costs  for  the  proposed 
Project  II--Erieview,  exclusive  of  relocation  costs,  are  as 
follows: 
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Acquisition  of  existing  properties  and 

land  $12,9^1,000 
Demolition  and  clearance  of  the  project 

site  615,000 
Cost  of  facilities  and  improvements. to  be 

provided  by  the  city  6,137,000 
Administrative  costs,  including  interest 

on  loans,  appraisal  expenses,  and  survey 

and  planning  expenses  1 A22,000 

Estimated  gross  project  cost  21,115,000 

Less  estimated  proceeds  from  sales  of 

project  land  to  redevelopers  5.8l5«000 

Estimated  net  project  cost  Sl^^ ^00,000 

These  estimated  project  costs  do  not  include  the  redevelopers* 
costs  for  erecting  proposed  apartments  and  other  buildings,  esti- 
mated by  the  city  at  about  $6^-  million.    The  city's  urban  renewal 
plan  provides  that  two  thirds  of  the  estimated  net  project  cost  of 
$15.3  million,  or  about  $10.2  million,  will  be  borne  by  the  Federal 
Government.    Further,  URA  estimates  additional  Federal  expenditures 
of  about  $20^,000  for  relocating  families  and  firms  forced  to  move 
from  the  proposed  Project  II  area. 
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FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

URA  APPROVED  LARGE-SCALE  DEMOLITION 

WITHOUT  ADEQUATELY  DETERMINING  WHETHER 
LESS  COSTLY  RENEWAL  METHODS  WERE  WARRANTED 

URA  approved  Federal  grants  of  over  $10  million  and  Federal 
loans  of  over  $33  million  for  large-scale  demolition  in  Project  I — 
Erieview  without  making  an  adequate  examination  of  the  structural 
condition  of  the  buildings  in  the  project  area  to  verify  that  the 
extent  of  clearance  proposed  by  the  city  of  Cleveland  was  war- 
ranted.   URA's  approval  of  the  project  was  based  on  building  in- 
spection reports,  submitted  by  the  city  to  the  Chicago  HHFA  re- 
gional office,  which  classified  8^-  (or  about  71  percent)  of  the  ll8 
existing  buildings  in  the  project  area  as  "substandard"  because  of 
what  the  city  considered  to  be  serious  building  deficiencies.  The 
Agency's  records  indicate  that  HHFA  regional  office  personnel  did 
not  Inspect  the  interiors  of  any  of  the  buildings  in  the  project 
prior  to  the  time  URA  authorized  Federal  assistance  for  the  proj- 
ect. 

Our  review  showed  that  onl3('2^\(or  about  20  percent)  of  the 
buildings  in  the  project  area  were  substandard  because  of  building 
deficiencies  which  could  not  be  corrected  by  normal  maintenance. 
The  cited  deficiencies  of  the  other  buildings  were  minor  in  nature 
and  could  be  corrected  through  normal  maintenance;  these  buildings, 
therefore,  did  not  seem  to  be  "substandard  requiring  clearance," 
pursuant  to  URA's  eligibility  standards  for  clearance.  Further, 
these  2^  buildings  were  relatively  small  in  size ,  as  evidenced  by  the 
fact  that  they  accounted  for  only  11  percent  of  the  ground  floor 
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area  and  only  6  percent  of  the  total  floor  area  of  the  ll8  build- 
ings within  the  project. 

Inasmuch  as  (1)  a  relatively  small  percentage  of  the  buildings 
were  structurally  substandard,  (2)  demolition  is  generally  the  most 
expensive  form  of  urban  renewal  treatment,  and  (3)  the  intent  of 
the  urban  renewal  legislation  is  to  encourage  alternative  forms  of 
urban  renewal  treatment  such  as  rehabilitation  and  spot  clearance, 
we  believe  that,  before  approval,  URA  should  have  fully  investi- 
gated the  situation  to  determine  whether  the  extent  of  demolition 
proposed  by  the  city  was  warranted. 

In  our  opinion,  a  basic  cause  for  URA's  premature  approval  of 
Project  I  for  large-scale  demolition  is  URA's  vague  criteria  for 
determining  whether  buildings  are  "substandard  requiring  clear- 
ance."   Under- URA's  current  criteria,  as  applied  with  regard  to 
Project  I,  a  city  may,  with  URA  approval,  designate  any  of  its 
buildings  as  "substandard"  and  schedule  such  buildings  for  demoli- 
tion even  though  far  less  costly  methods  of  renewal  may  accomplish 
the  objectives  of  the  urban  renewal  legislation. 

Inspection  reports  were  inadequate 

to  provide  URA  with  a  sound  basis 

for  authorizing  large-scale  demolition 

Our  review  disclosed  that  the  city's  inspectors  did  not  dis- 
tinguish between  structural  and  environmental  factors  in  classify- 
ing many  of  the  buildings  as  substandard.    Also,  their  reports  on 
most  of  the  buildings  did  not  show  the  degree  of  the  structural  de- 
ficiencies or  the  extent  to  which  the  city's  classifications  were 


12 


based  on  such  deficiencies.    URA  thus  did  not  have  a  sound  basis 
for  approving  large-scale  demolition. 

URA  approved  project  I — Erieview  under  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 110  (c)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  19^9?  as  amended,  which  now  au- 
thorizes  ud  to  30  percent  of  the  urban  renewal  grant  funds  to  be  ^ 
used  for  urban  renewal  areas  that  are  nonresidential,  both  before  ^ 
and  after  redevelopment.     Section  110' (a)  of  the  act  defines  an 
"urban  renewal  area"  as  a  slum  area  or  a  blighted,  deteriorated,  or 
deteriorating  area  which  the  Administrator,  HHFA,  approves  as  ap- 
propriate for  an  urban  renewal  project.    Wnile  the  law  does  not  de- 
fine  a'  slum  area  or  a  blighted,  deteriorated,  or  deteriorating 
area,  the  Administrator,  HHFA,  has  established  eligibility  stand- 
ards for  proposed  slum  clearance  and  urban  renewal  projects.  URA's 
regulations  provide  that: 

"The  necessity  for  clearance  of  a  project  area,  or 
of  any  part  thereof,  must  be  satisfactorily  demonstrated 
in  all  cases.     If  conditions  warranting  clearance  do  not 
exist,  the  appropriate  treatment  will  be  conservation  and 
rehabilitation  which  may  include  spot  clearance." 

URA's  established  standards  regarding  eligibility  for  clear- 
ance provide  that,  if  less  than  50  percent  of  the  buildings  in  a 
built-up  project  area  are  substandard  to  a  degree  warranting  clear- 
ance, the  following  conditions  must  exist. 

1,  More  than  20  percent  of  the  buildings  must  be  substandard 
to  a  degree  requiring  clearance ,  and 

2.  Substantial  other  clearance  must  be  warranted  to  effec- 
tively remove  blighting  influences ,  such  as : 

(a)  Inadequate  street  layout. 

(b)  Incompatible  uses  or  land-use  relationships. 


13 


(c)  Overcrowding  of  buildings  on  the  land. 


(d)  Excessive  dwelling  unit  density. 

(e)  Obsolete  buildings  not  suitable  for  improvement  or  con 
version. 

(f)  Other  identified  hazards  to  health  and  safety  and  to 
the  general  well-being  of  the  community.  .^—-•^ 


"The  LPA  must  also  (1)  show  that  the  extent  of 
clearance  proposed  is  warranted,  and  (2)  fully  justify 
the  acquisition  of  individual  parcels  of  basically  sound 
property  which  involved  high  acquistion  costs  and  might 
not  be  incompatible  with  land  use  proposals.    Every  pos- 
sibility must  be  explored  to  develop  an  Urban  Renewal 
Plan  which  permits  a  maximum  number  of  sound  structures 
to  remain  in  the  area. 

"HHFA  will  not  concur  in  the  acquisition  for  demo- 
lition of  property  that  is  :  . 

(1)  Of  such  quality  and  potential  use  that  its  re- 
tention is  compatible  with  the  achievement  of 
the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  objectives  for  the  proj- 
ect area. 

(2)  Capable  of  being  improved  and  successfully  inte- 
grated into  the  project."  y 

As  noted  above,  in  order  for  project  ar^s  to  be  eligible  for 
clearance,  two  standards  must  be  met.     Fl^t,  at  least  20  percent 
of  the  buildings  must  be  substandard  1?d  a  degree  requiring  clear- 
ance.   Although  URA  does  not  defing^ the  phrase  "substandard  requlr- 
ing  clearance,"  it  would  seem  that  the  structural  condition  of  the 


project  buildings  must  be  knoyn  in  order  to  determine  whether  this 


standard  has  been  met.    Aftefr  this  standard  has  been  met,  a  city 


must  then  demonstrate  that  there  are  blighting  or  other  detrimental 


URA  standards  further  require  that: 


Influences  in  the  area. 
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The  city's  Inspection  reports  Indicated,  and  the  Admlnlstra- 
tor,  HHFA,  agreed,  that  the  city  Inspectors  had  considered  both 
structural  and  environmental  factors  In  assigning  an  overall  rating 
of  "substandard"  to  71  percent  of  the  buildings.     The  Inspection 
reports  did  not  specify  the  extent  to  which  structural  deficiencies 
entered  Into  the  substandard  classification  of  the  buildings.  Ac- 
cordingly, the  Information  provided  by  the  city  was  not  adquate  to 
permit  URA  to  make  realistic  judgments  as  to  whether  alternative 
urban  renewal  treatmerits  (e.g.,  rehabilitation  and  spot  clearance) 
would  be  more  _appropriate_or_  whether  sound  structures  could  be  re- 
talned  and  integrated  into  the  project.    URA  regulations  provide 
that  "If  conditions  warranting  clearance  do  not  exist,  the  appro- 
p^late  treatment  will  be  conservation  and  rehabilitation  which  may 
Include  spot  clearance." 

We  reviewed  the  city's  Inspection  reports  for  each  of  the 
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^^^bulldlngs  which  had  been  classified  as  "substandard."    Many  of 
the  deficiencies  described  in  the  inspection  reports  appeared  to 
constitute  only  minor  violations  of  the  city's  buildlngor  housing 
code.     Some  reports  appeared  to  contain  inconsistencies  in  that 
bulldlngs_j/hich_  we^^    admittedly  sound,  or  In  good  condition  received 
a  "substandard"  classification.    Jn  several  Instances,  violations 
could  have  been_civercome  by  installing  inexpensive  hardware,  remov- 
ing unauthorized  storage,  or  Installing  better  lighting.     Many  of_^ 
the  deficiencies  would  have  been  corrected  If  the  city  had  effec- 
tively enforced  Its  codes. 
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Following  are  examples  of  the  types  of  comments  contained  In 
the  city's  Inspection  reports  relative  to  the  8^  buildings  classi- 
fied as  "substandard. "    The  defects  cited  on  the  following  pages 
were  the  only  deficiencies  noted  in  the  inspection  reports. 
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Build Ine  No.  1.  The  8-story  masonry  building  pictured  below 
has  an  appraised  value,  Including  land,  of  $660,000. 
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In  one  section  of  the  city's  Inspection  report  the  exterior  condi- 
tion of  the  building,  Including  its  foundation,  walls,  and  roof, 
was  given  the  highest  possible  rating  of  "good."    In  the  same  sec- 
tion of  the  report,  the  interior  condition  of  the  building  also  was 
rated  "good,"  except  for  the  cellar  which  was  rated  "fair";  doors 
and  transoms  were  rated  "fair";  and  self-closing  devices  on  doors 
were  rated  "poor."    Another  section  of  the  report  listed  the  fol- 
lowing violations  of  the  city  code:     (1)  ceiling  of  cellar  in  need 
of  repairs  where  patches  of  plaster  and  lath  are  missing,  (2)  sani- 
tation in  cellar  poor  because  trash  and  debris  have  accumulated, 
(3).  no  fire  door  to  a  rear  entrance  to  cellar,  C^-)  no  self-closing 
devices  on  the  boiler  room  door  nor  on  front  entrance  door  to  cel- 
lar, (5)  poor  ventilation  in  cellar,  (6)  inoperative  lights  at  some 
exits,  and  (7)  no  sanitary  facilities  in  shoe  repair  shop  on  first 
floor. 

The  city  classified  this  building  as  "substandard"  and  sched- 
uled it  for  acquisition  and  demolition. 
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Building  No.  2.    The  6-story  masonry  building  pictured  below 
has  an  appraised  value,  Including  land,  of  $8^0,000. 
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In  one  section  of  the  city's  Inspection  report  tfae  Interior  and  ex- 
terior condition  of  the  building  was  rated  "good"  In  all  but  one 
category.    In  the  category  "self-closing  devices*  (on  doors)  the 
condition  was  rated  as  "fair."    Another  section  of  tbe  report 
listed  the  following  violations  of  the  city  codes    (1)  no  sprinkler 
system  in  cellar  which  is  used  for  storage  of  coabastlbles  (2)  no 
self-closing  devices  on  some  fire  doors,  (3)  lack  of  ventilation  in 
cellar,  ik)  no  guardrail  on  rear  cellar  stairway,  (5)  open  stairway 
between  cellar  and  store  on  first  floor,  (6)  inadeqiiate  sanitary 
facilities  for  employees  and  customers  of  first  floor  store,  (7)  no 
lighting  in  exits,  and  (8)  improper  fire  door  between  store  and 
lobby. 

The  city  classified  this  building  as  "substandard"  and  sched- 
uled it  for  acquisition  sind  demolition. 
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Building  No.         The  6-story  masonry  building  pictured  below 
has  an  appraised  value.  Including  land,  of  $900,000. 
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In  one  section  of  the  city's  Inspection  report  the  walls,  stairs, 
doors,  hallways,  cellar,  lighting,  ventilation,  and  entrances  and 
exits  were  rated  as  "good";  windows  and  self-closing  devices  on 
doors  were  rated  "fair."    Another  section  of  the  report  listed  the 
following  violations  of  the  city  code:     Cl)  ventilating  holes  in 
basement  walls,  (2)  open  stairways  from  cellar  to  first  floor, 
(3)  sticking  exit  doors  with  Inoperative  self-closing  devices, 
(h)  exits  blocked  because  of  items  being  stored  in  a  stairwell  and 
in  passageways,  (5)  improperly  marked  and  inadequately  lighted 
exits,  (6)  improper  passageway  from  cellar  to  rear  exit,  (7)  com- 
bustibles stored  in  cellar,  (8)  insufficient  ventilation  in  cellar 
and  (9)  chipped  plaster  throughout  the  structure. 

The  city  classified  this  building. as  "substandard"  and  sched- 
uled it  for  acquisition  and  demolition. 
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Building  No.        The  one-story  brick  and  block  building  pic- 
tured below  has  an  appraised  value,  including  land,  of  $80,000. 


The  city's  inspection  report  states  that  this  building  is  12  years 
old  and  has  "but  a  few  Binor  violations  such  as  pointing  of  chimney 
and  venting  of  toilets"  and  that  otherwise  it  is  a  soxind  building. 
Nevertheless,  the  eitj  classified  this  building  as  "substandard" 
and  scheduled  it  for  acquisition  and  demolition. 
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Building  No.  5.    The  3-3tory  masonry  building  pictured  below 
has  an  appraised  value,  Including  land,  of  $186,000. 
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The  first  floor  of  the  building  contains  a  restaurant;  the  second 
floor  contains  dining  areas,  a  bar,  and  an  office;  the  third  floor 
is  vacant  and  is  used  for  storage.    The  city's  inspection  report 
states  that  the  third  floor  is  "unsightly,"  "unsanitary,"  and  has 
"very  poor  ventilation."    The  report  listed  the  following  viola- 
tions of  the  city  code:     (1)  very  poor  ventilation  In  cellar, 
(2)  open  stairway  from  cellar  to  kitchen  in  rear,  (3)  fire  door  on 
stairway  not  of  the  required  type  and  contained  no  self-closing  de- 
vice, and  (h)  stairway  not  provided  with  handrail. 

The  city  classified  this  building  as  "substandard"  and  sched- 
uled it  for  acquisition  and  demolition. 

The  Regional  Administrator,  HHFA,  reappraised  the  city's  in- 
spection reports  and  acknowledged  that  all  the  above  listed  build- 
ings are  structurally  sound  but  stated  that  the  restaurant  was  sub- 
standard because  of  "other  blighting  influences."    In  view  of 
HHFA* 3  determination  that  these  buildings  are  structurally  sound, 
we  believe  that  consideration  should  be  given  to  retaining  those 
buildings  which  have  not  yet  been  demolished  and  which  can  be  suc- 
cessfully integrated  Into  the  project. 

Insufficient  examination  by  HHFA  of  the  buildings 
in  the  urban  renewal  area 

The  examination  of  the  buildings  in  the  Project  I  areja  by  the 

Chicago  HHFA  regional  office  was  too  limited  in  scope  to  provide 

proper  support  for  URA's  determination  that  large-scale  demolition 

was  warranted. 
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HHFA  regional  office  officials  began  a  tour  of  the  project 
site  on  the  afternoon  of  November  15|  I960,  and  completed  It  the 
following  morning.    The  officials'  report  on  the  tour  states  that 
they  only  drove  through  the  project  area  and  walked  by  some  of  the 
buildings.    Moreover,  the  report  Indicates  that  the  officials  did 
not  Inspect  the  Interiors  of  any  of  the  8^-  buildings  which  the  city 
had  classified  as  substandard.    This  limited  inspection  apparently 
was  the  principal  basis  for  the  determination  that  the  area  met 
DRA's  requirements  for  clearance.    The  failure  to  make  a  building- 
by-bullding  review  precluded  HHFA  from  adequately  considering 
whether  the  structures  could  have  been  improved  and  successfully 
integrated  into  the  project. 

On  the  basis  of  our  review  of  the  city's  building  inspection 
reports,  we  questioned  whether  the  deficiencies  reported  for  the 
8^+  buildings  were  serious  enough  to  warrant  classifying  the  build- 
ings as  substandard.    Accordingly,  the  HHFA  Chicago  regional  office 
assigned  a  technically  qualified  staff  member  to  accompany  the  city 
Inspectors  and  our  representatives  on  a  "detailed  reinspection  of 
the  buildings.    We  suggested  that  the  reinspection  be  confined  to 
evaluations  of  the  actual  structural  condition  of  the  buildings  in 
order  to  determine  whether  the-  violations  cited  in  the  Inspection 
reports. (1)  could  be  corrected  by  normal  maintenance  or  (2)  were  of 
sufficient  gravity  to .warrant  demolition  of  the  buildings. 


our  review  the  HHFA  specialist,  who  defined  a  standard  building  as. 
one  that  is  structurally  sound  and  does  not  warrant  clearance  for 
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reasons  of  structural  d^f Iclency/^  determined  Jbhat  60  of  these 
buildings  were  standard  structures.    The  following  tabulation  shows 
the  city's  proposed  treatment  of  the  118  buildings  in  the  project 
area  and  contrasts  the  city's  classifications  of  these  buildings, 
as  shown  in  the  original  inspection  reports,  with  our  classifica- 
tions made  after  our  review  of  the  structural  condition  of  these 
buildings. 

City  inspection 

GAO  review 


Number  of 
buildings 

Per- 
cent 

Number  of 
buildings 

Per- 
cent 

Structurally  sound  buildings 

to  be  retained 
Structurally  sound  buildings 

to  be  demolished 

13 
21 

11 
18 

.13 
81 

11 
-62. 

Total  structurally  sound 
buildings 

3^ 

29 

9h 

80 

Structurally  substandard 
buildings  to  be  demolished 

_§k 

® 

2h 

Total  buildings 

118 

100 

118 

100 

The  lots  on  which  the  2^  structurally  substandard  buildings 
are  located  constitute  only  ^-.1  acres,  or  less  than  5  percent  of 
the  96  acres  in  Project  I.  Moreover,  1^  of  these  2k  substandard 
buildings  are  concentrated  within  a  12.5-acre  area;  h  other  build- 
ings are  located  within  one  or  two  blocks  of  that  area.  The  re- 
maining six  buildings  are  at  scattered  locations. 

Sizable  areas  within  the  project  boundaries  are  free  of  any 
structurally  substandard  buildings.    Fifty  percent  of  the  2^  sub- 
standard buildings  are  located  In  the  area  (see  appendix  III) 
bounded  by  St.  Clair  Avenue  on  the  south,  Ninth  Street  on  the  vest, 
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and  Lakeside  Avenue  on  the  north.    Therefore,  it  may  have  been  ap- 
propriate to  either  limit  the  project  boundaries  to  exclude  those 
areas  that  are  substantially  free  of  such  buildings  or  confine 
large-scale  demolition  to  the  area  in  which  these  buildings  are 
concentrated. 

We  proposed  that  the  Commissioner,  URA,  review  his  approval  of 
Project  I — Erieview  for  large-scale  demolition  in  the  light  of  the 
evidence  which  casts  doubt  on  the  original  basis  for  such  ap- 
proval.   The  Commissioner,  URA,  informed  us  that  the  Chicago  HHFA 
regional  office  subsequently  made  a  complete  reevaluation  of  the 
buildings  in  the  project  area  in  August  1962.    The  results  of  this 
reevaluation  are  set  forth  below. 

Condition  of  buildings  Number  Percent 

Structurally  substandard  50  h2,h 

Substandard  because  of  other  blighting 
influences: 

1,  Incompatible  uses  17 

2,  Obsolescence  13 

3,  Other  hazard  to  public  health, 

safety,  welfare  j¥  ?h  28.8 

Total  substandard  buildings  8^  71.2 

All  other  buildings  28.8 

Total  buildings  ll8  100.0 

The  August  1962  reevaluation  was  based  on  a  second  review  by 
HHFA  of  the  city's  inspection  reports;  no  new  examination  of  the 
buildings  in  the  project  area  was  made.    The  criteria  used  in  this 
reevaluation  for  classifying  buildings  as  structurally  substandard 
differed  from  the  criteria  used  by  the  HHFA  specialist  (see  p.  26) 
since  the  reevaluation  resulted  in  classifying  50  buildings  as 
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structurally  substandard,  whereas  the  HHFA  specialist  classified 
only  2h  buildings  as  structurally  substandard.    We  were  unable  to 
reconcile  the  differences  in  the  criteria.    In  addition,  it  is  slg 
nlficant  that  the  8^-  buildings  that  were  reevaluated  as  being  sub- 
standard are  not  the  same  8^-  buildings  that  were  originally  classi 
fied  as  substandard.     (See  p.  11.)    The  buildings  discussed  on 
pages  17  to  23  are  now  considered  to  be  standard;  four  other  build 
Ings,  originally  classified  as  standard,  replaced  them  on  the  sub- 
standard list. 

We  question  the  reliability  of  HHFA's  reevaluation,  which  was 
based  on  a  desk  review  of  the  city's  inspection  reports.     It  would 
seem  that  a  reevaluation  based  on  an  actual  reins pect ion  by  HHFA 
specialists  would  have  produced  more  reliable  results.    The  Commis 
sioner,  DRA,  acknowledged  that  the  city's  method  of  classifying 
buildings  may  need  modification. 

In  its  reevaluation,  HHFA  considered  3^  structurally  sound 
buildings  to  be  substandard  because  of  "blighting  influences." 
Following  are  examples  of  some  of  the  blighting  influences  which 
were  cited  as  reasons  for  classifying  structurally  sound  buildings 
as  substandard. 

1.  A  structurally  sound  four-story  building,  appraised  at 
$310|000  (Including  land),  was  classified  as  substandard 
because  of  "incompatible  uses."    HHFA  stated  that  this 
building  has  a  blighting  effect  on  surrounding  structures 
because  of  its  location. 

2.  A  structurally  sound  building,  appraised  at  $620,000  (in- 
cluding land) ,  was  classified  as  substandard  because  of 
"incompatible  uses."    HHFA  stated  that  this  building  also 
had  a  blighting  effect  on  existing  surrounding  structures. 
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3.  A  structurally  sound  three-story  building,  appraised  at 
$300,000  (including  an  adjacent  parking  lot),  was  classi- 
fied as  obsolete,  and  therefore  substandard,  because  it  had 
no  off-street  loading  facilities  and  because  wood  and  glass 
paneled  doors  were  not  adequately  fire  resistive. 

h,  A  structurally  sound  three-story  building,  appraised  at 
$^05,000  (including  an  adjacent  parking  lot),  was  classi- 
fied as  substandard  because  of  obsolescence.    The  inspec- 
tion report  indicated  that  the  city  considered  this  struc- 
ture substandard  because  of  lack  of  maintenance. 

5.  A  structurally  sound  single-story  masonry,  concrete,  and 
steel  building,  appraised  at  $287,000,  was  classified  as 
substandard  because  of  "hazards  to  public  health,  safety 
and  welfare."    The  city  inspection  report  states  that  the 
structure  was  reconstructed  in  1957  using  the  existing 
foundation  and  walls.    The  inspection  report  listed  the 
structural  condition  of  the  building  as  "good"  in  all  re- 
spects except  that  one  of  the  establishments,  a  bar  and 
restaurant,  did  not  have  a  rear  exit,  although  it  did  have 
two  exits,  plus  an  exit  from  the  cellar  to  the  public  side- 
walk . 

We  believe  that  URA  should  clarify  its  regulations  regarding 
eligibility  of  an  area  for  total  demolition  (see  p.  I3)  by  requir- 
ing cities  to  classify  individual  buildings  as  substandard  on  the 
basis  of  structural  deficiencies  and  that  buildings  should  not  be 
classified  as  substandard  if  the  deficiencies  can  be  corrected  by 
normal  maintenance.    After  the  structural  condition  of  the  build- 
ings has  been  established,  blighting  or  other  environmental  factors 
should  be  used  as  a  basis  for  determining  whether  an  area  which 
contains  a  significant  number  of  substandard  buildings  warrants 
large-scale  clearance.    We  believe  that  in  any  event  other  methods 
of  urban  renewal  treatment  should  be  fully  considered  before  large- 
scale  demolition  is  approved. 

As  stated  on  pages  13  and  1^,  URA  regulations  provide  that,  be- 
fore the  nature  of  an  area  is  evaluated,  the  condition  of  the 
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buildings  In  the  area  shall  be  established.     If  Individual  build- 
ings are  permitted  to  be  classified  as  substandard  on  the  basis  of 
such  vague  environmental  factors  as  incompatible  land  uses  or  haz- 
ards to  the  general  welfare,  a  city  conceivably  could,  with  URA  ap- 
proval, classify  any  building  as  substandard.    The  classification 
of  a  building  as  substandar_d^_bej3ause_qfl_jjic^  ^ 
not  represent  an  objective  determination  because  such  a  classif lea— - 
tion  ignores  the  actual  condition  of  the  building;  instead,  it  is 
based  on  a  predetermined  land  use.     In  the  case  of  Erieview,  the 
basis  for  the  incompatibility  of  many  of  the  structures  is  the  pro- 
posed land  uses  contained  in  the  urban  renewal  plan;  under  a  less 

^   

elaborate  plan  such  Incompatibility  might  not  exist. 
Conclusions 

Because  adequate  reviews  and  inspections  were  not  made,  the 
actual  condition  of  the  buildings  in.  the  project  area  was  not  de- 
termined by  HHFA.    As  a  result,  URA  approved  the  demolition  of  many 
sound  structures  which  might  have  been  improved  and  successfully 
Integrated  into  the  project.    We  proposed  that  the  Commissioner, 
URA,  direct  that  thorough  reviews  be  made  of  the  condition  of 
structures  in  project  areas  prior  to  authorizing  financial  assist- 
ance for  projects.    The  Commissioner,  URA,  stated  that  URA  would 
insist  that  appropriate  corrective  action  be  taken  whenever  the 
need  for  such  action  is  evident. 

We  advised  the  Administrator,  HHFA,  of  our  findings.     On  Sep- 
tember 21,  1962,  he  replied: 


31 


we  do  not  agree  with  the  concept  that  buildings 
should  be  designated  as  substandard  solely  on  the  basis 
of  structural  soundness,  or  that  project  eligibility 
should  be  determined  on  this  basis  alone,  as  the  [GAO] 

assumes.    Consequently,  we  cannot  agree  with  the  con- 
clusion that  Erlevlew  Project  I  was  improperly  authorized." 

We  do  not  suggest  that  project  eligibility  should  be  deter- 
mined solely  on  the  basis  of  structural  soundness  of  buildings  or 
that  Project  I  should  not  have  been  authorized.    We  believe,  how- 
ever, that,  on  the  basis  of  the  information  provided  to  URA  at  the 
time  Project  I  was  approved,  URA  was  not  in  a  position  to  make  a 
realistic  Judgment  that  large-scale  demolition  was  warranted,  to 
the  complete  exclusion  of  less  costly  alternative  methods  of  urban 
renewal  treatment.    The  Housing  Act  of  19^9 >  as  amended,  provides 
that  not  more  than  30  percent  of  the  grant  funds  available  for  slum 
clearance  and  urban  renewal  shall  be  used  for  projects  which  are 
not  predominately  residential  both  before  and  after  redevelopment. 
Project  I  was  not  and  will  not  be  predominately  residential.  In 
view  of  the  limited  amount  of  Federal  funds  available  for  projects 
such  as  Project  I,  we  believe  that  it  is  incumbent  upon  URA  to  act 
with  prudence  and  careful-ly  consider  all  factors  before  authorizing 
the  expenditure  of  large  amounts  of  Federal  funds  for  extensive 
demolition  projects.    We  believe  that,  if  an  area  does  not  have  a 
significant  number  of  structurally  substandard  buildings,  expendi- 
ture of  Federal  funds  should  be  limited  to  less  costly  forms  of  ur- 
ban renewal  (e.g.,  renabilitation  and  spot  clearance). 

We  believe  that  URA's  regulations  should  clearly  require  that, 
as  a  requisite  to  clearance,  a  significant  number  of  project 
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bulldlnes  must  be  structnrallf^  aAstsidard  and  there  must  be  sub- 
stantial  blighting  Influences  Im  Oa  pt>Ject  area.    However,  the 
Commissioner,  URA,  advised  wm^  la  effect,  that  blighting  influences 
should  be  considered  in  detax^BSnc  vhether  a  building  is  "stand- 
ard."   In  view  of  the  vajguuMJi  af  the  blighting  factors  described 
in  URA' s  regulations  (e.g.,  tearis  to  the  general  welfare),  very- 
few  areas  of  any  city  would  aot  te  eligible  for  total  demolition 
under  the  concept  expressed  ^  Hie  CoaBissioner. 

In  our  opinion,  a  basic  cbk  for  DRA*s  premature  approval  of 
Project  I  for  large-scale  riff  aii  e  is  URA's  vague  criteria  for  de- 
termining whether  buildings  er«  "substandard  requiring  clearance." 
Under  URA's  current  criteria,  as  allied  to  Project  I,  a  city  may, 
with  URA  approval,  designate  jsjr  Its  buildings  as  "substandard" 
and  schedule  such  buildings  Ttr  tfaeolitlan  even  though  less  costly 
methods  of  renewal  may  acco^Uafr  tiie  objectives  of  the  urban  re- 
newal legislation. 

We  believe  also  that,  asoe  a  project  has  been  approved  by  URA, 
there  is  need  for  thorough  evaisatians  as  to  \diether  structurally 
sound  buildings  can  be  ecasKKicsLIy  rehabilitated,  and  integrated 
into  projects  instead  of  beipE  AeBoIl^ied.    In  our  opinion,  there 
is  a  need  for  such  evaluatlaos  vltlL  regard  to  the  structurally 
sound  buildings  in  the  Erierlar  I  urban  renewal  area. 

The  Administrator  InfnKi  as  also  that  EHFA  "must  continue  to 
rely  upon  local  findings  and  cselaslons  with  respect  to  items  af- 
fecting legal  eligibility  of  pEaJeets  with  sufficient  on-site 
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Inspections  by  Regional  Office  staff  ♦♦*."    We  believe  that  the 
manner  In  which  Project  I  was  approved  for  clearance  demonstrates 
the  need  for  closer  verification  of  cities '  findings  and  conclu- 
sions.   By  relying  to  such  a  great  extent  on  the  city's  findings 
and  conclusions,  and  by  falling  to  make  adequate  on-site  Inspec- 
tions, URA  was  precluded  from  adequately  considering  whether  Fed- 
eral funds  would  be  expended  In  the  most  economical  manner  consist- 
ent with  the  purposes  of  the  urban  renewal  legislation. 

It  would  seem  that  the  basis  for  HHFA's  decision  to  make  only 
a  token  examination  of  the  buildings  in  the  urban  renewal  area 
stems  at  least  in  part  from  the  Administrator's  belief  that  he  must 
primarily  rely  upon  local  representations.    The  legislation  for  tha 
slum  clearance  and  urban  renewal  program  gives  broad  powers  and  re- 
sponsibilities to  the  Administrator,  HHFA;  the  Administrator  has 
delegated  most  of  these  powers  and  responsibilities  to  the  Commis- 
sioner, URA.    In  our  opinion,  such  circumstances  place  special  re- 
sponsibilities on  the  part  of  these  two  officials  to  establish 
rules  and  regulations  which  will  enable  the  Agency  to  administer 
the  program  to  accomplish  its  purposes  in  the  most  efficient  and 
prudent  manner.    We  believe  that  effective  administration  requires 
clearly  defined  policies  and  responsibilities  at  all  levels  of  man- 
agement in  the  HHFA  and  URA  organizations. 

In  this  connection,  we  further  believe  that  URA  should  thor- 
oughly and  objectively  evaluate  proposals  made  by  communities  in 
order  to  arrive  at  an  Informed  judgment  as  to  the  extent  to  which 
the  Federal  Government  should  participate  In  the  cost  of  an  urban 
renewal  project. 

3^ 


Recommendatlona 


We  recommend  that  the  Administrator,  HHFA,  and  the  Commis- 
sioner, tJRA,  take  the  necessary  steps  to: 

1,  Revise .the  criteria  governing  the  eligibility  of  areas  for 
large-scale  demolition  to  more  clearly  define  the  condition 
"substandard  requiring  clearance"  and  to  relate  this  condi- 
tion solely  to  the  structural  condition  of  the  specific 
buildings  being  considered. 

2.  Clarify  the  criteria  for  Federal  participation  in  proposed 
large-scale  demolition  projects  to  provide  that,  if  an  area 
does  not  have  a  significant  number  of  structurally  sub- 
standard buildings,  expenditure  of  Federal  funds  shall  be 
limited  to  other  feasible  but  less  costly  forms  of  urban 
renewal  (e.g.,  rehabilitation  and  spot  clearance). 

3«  Obtain  more  effective  administration,  at  all  levels,  of 
DRA*s  established  policy  that  the  Government  will  not  share 
in  the  cost  of  acquiring  and  demolishing  properties  which 
can  be  Improved  and  successfully  integrated  into  a  project. 

h.  Require  thorough  examination  by  qualified  HHFA  personnel  of 
the  condition  of  structures  in  proposed  project  areas  be- 
fore such  areas  are  approved  for  large-scale  demolition. 

5.  Review  the  proposed  demolition  of  buildings  in  Project  I — 
Erleview  with  the  view  toward  retaining  those  buildings 
that  can  be  successfully  Integrated  into  the  project. 
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IfggP  ?0R  A  REVIEW  OF  BUILDING  CLASSIFICATIONS 
m  PROPOSED  PROJECT  II—ERIEVIEW 

Cleveland's  urban  renewal  plan  for  Its  downtown  area  antici- 
pates that  Federal  financial  assistance  will  be  provided  In  connec- 
tion with  Project  II— Erlevlew,  a  67-acre  area  adjoining  Project  I. 
Although  the  city  had  not  applied  for  a  temporary  loan  or  capital 
grant  for  Project  II  as  of  December  31 »  1962,  considerable  planning 
for  the  project  had  been  performed  and  URA  had  reserved  |10A  mil- 
lion of  capital  grant  funds  for  the  project,  including  .i^20^-,000  for 
relocation  expenses. 

Concurrently  with  its  inspection  of  buildings  in  Project  I, 
the  city  Inspected  119  buildings  in  the  Project  II  area.    As  a  re- 
sult of  the  Inspection,  the  city  reported  that  85  buildings,  or 
71  percent  of  the  121  buildings  In  the  proposed  project  area,  are 
substandard.    We  did  not  review  the  city's  Inspection  reports  for 
Project  !!•    However,  in  view  of  our  findings  with  respect  to  the 
classifications  of  buildings  in  Project  I  (see  p.  12),  we  proposed 
that  URA  advise  the  city  of  Cleveland  of  the  desirability  for  es- 
tablishing reasonable  classifications  for  the  buildings  in  the 
Project  II  area.    The  Commissioner,  URA,  agreed  that  "the  findings 
indicate  there  may  be  a  need  for  modification  of  the  classification 
system  now  used  by  the  City  of  Cleveland."    He  stated  that  "the  Re- 
gional Office  will  be  instructed  to  advise  the  City  of  Cleveland  to 
take  the  required  actions  ***  with  respect  to  Erlevlew  Project  II 
and  all  future  projects  of  the  City." 
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SCOPE  OF  REVIEW 

Our  review  was  made  at  the  HHFA  Chicago  regional  office  and  at 
the  offices  of  the  Department  of  Urban  Renewal  and  Housing,  city  of 
Cleveland,  and  Included  an  examination  of: 

1.  Basic  laws  authorizing  the  slum  clearance  and  urban  re- 
newal program  and  the  pertinent  legislative  history. 

2.  URA's  policies  and  procedures  and  its  administrative  regu- 
lations as  applied  to  the  approval  of  Project  I — Erieview 
for  large-scale  demolition. 

3-  Selected  data  submitted  to  HHFA  by  the  city  of  Cleveland  in 
support  of  a  loan  and  grant  application  for  Project  I-- 
Erieview. 

h.  The  structural  condition  of  the  buildings  in  the  Project  I 
--Erieview  area. 

Our  field  work  was  completed  in  January  1963 . 
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PRINCIPAL  OFFICIALS  RESPONSIBLE  FOR 
THE  MATTERS  DISCUSSED  IN  THIS  REPORT 


APPENDIX  I 


Tenure  of  office 


From 


To 


ADMINISTRATOR,  HHFA: 
Norman  P.  Mason 
Lewis  E.  Williams  (acting) 
Robert  C.  Weaver 

COMMISSIONER,  URA: 
David  M.  Walker 
Charles  L.  Oswald  (acting) 
William  L.  Slayton 

REGIONAL  ADMINISTRATOR, 

CHICAGO  HHFA  REGIONAL  OFFICE: 
John  P.  McCollum 

REGIONAL  DIRECTOR  OF  URBAN  RENEWAL, 
CHICAGO  HHFA  REGIONAL  OFFICE: 
Ralph  L.  Herod 
Stephen  E.  Bates  (acting) 
A.  Dean  Swartzel 


Jan.  21,  1959  Jan.  20,  1961 
Jan.  21,  1961  Feb.  10,  1961 
Feb.  11,  1961  Present 


July  7,  1959  Jan.  20,  1961 
Jan.  21,  1961  Mar.  27,  1961 
Mar.  28,  1961  Present 


July  31 >  1955  Present 


Oct.  18,  1959  Dec.  1,  1961 
Dec.  2,  1961  Dec.  28,  1961 
Dec.  29,  1961  Present 
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ERIEVIEW  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA..EXIST4NG  LAND  USES         APPENDIX  III 
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Honorable  Boeaxi  of  Supervisors 
City  and  Co\mty  of  San  Francisco 
City  Hall 

San  Francisco  2,  California 
Attention  Mr.  Robert  P.  Dolan,  Clerk  of  the  Board 
Gentlemen: 

QnAprl^2j4^j3j6lb^  No«  91 -6l  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approprl- 

^^eTTo'T5eSanTrancTscTTte5evelopn^^    AgencTThe^siim  of  ^^^S^T^undertake 
studies  to  determine  vhetber  redevelopment  activity  should  b^  initiated  in 
TE^^re^^out^^^^arSe^^^reet .    As  a  result  of  thsse  studies  the 
T^eSeveTopmen^Agency  makes  two  recommendations  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  which 
are  e.r.Dodled  in  the  following  enclosxires: 

1.  Proposed  resolution  by  the  Boeu:d  of  Supervisors 
designating  and  describing  a  redevelopment  area 
within  the  City  and  Covinty  of  San  Francisco 
pursuant  to  the  Community  Redevelopment  Law  of 
California  to  be  known  as  South  of  Market 

Ke development  Area  D. 

2.  Proposed  resolution  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
approving  the  undertaking  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
of  surveys  and  plans  for  an  urban  renewal  project 

in  the  South  of  Market  Redevelopment  Area  D,  and 
filing  of  an  application  with  the  Housing  and  Home 
Finance  Agency  for  an  advance  of  funds. 

The  blighted  nature  of  the  South  of  I<larket  Area  D  was  first  officially  recognized 
by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  1953  and  the  area  was  again  the  subject  of  careful 
analysis  in  19b7-    The  character  of  the  redevelopment  area  proposed  herein  has 
been  restudied  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  in  conjunction  with  the  Sam  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning.    This  restudy  reveals  that  the  condition  of  blight 
South  of  Market  has  remained  unaineli orated  and  indeed  has  worsened. 


Hon.  Board  of  Supervisors 

City  und  County  of  San  Francisco  -2-  Novemiber  7,  I96I 

I 

In  support  of  the  actions  requested  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  there 
are  enclosed  the  following: 

1.    Resolution  2386  approved  by  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  at  its  regular  meeting  of 
November  7,  I96I,  requesting  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  designate  a  redevelopment  area 
to  be  known  as  South  of  Market  Redevelopment 
Area  D. 


2.     Resolution  2387  approved  by  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  at  its  regular  meeting  of 
Novc.Tiber  7,  19^1,  requesting  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
to  approve  the  undertaking  by  the  Heievelopment  Agency 
of  surveys  and  plans  for  an  urban  renewal  project  in 
South  of  Market  Redevelopment  Area  D,  and  the  filing 
of  an  application  to  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency 
for  an  advance  of  funds . 


3.    Boundary  map  of  South  of  Market  Redevelopment  Area  D. 

k.    o'JTvey  and  planning  application  data  for  South  of  Market 
Red'.' velopment  Project  Area  D-1  consisting  of  the  following: 


a.  Survey  and  Planning  Application 
(Federal  Form  No.  H-6IOO) 

b .  Urban  Renewal  Data 
(Federal  Form  H-6IOI) 

c.  Statement  explaining  why  proposed  urban 
area  meets  the  eligibility  requirements 
as  a  renewal  area . 

d.  Evidence  of  community  support 

e .  Locality  Map 

f .  Existing  Land  Use  Map 

g .  ^^rojec^^rea^^on^^^n^^fe^^^^ 

h .  Proposed  Treatment  Map 

1 .    Survey  and  Planning  Budget 

(Fed-ral  Form  No.  H-627) 
j.    Estimate  of  Federal  Grant  Requirements  (Budget  Data) 

Favorable  action  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  these  two  proposals  is  n  spectfully 
requested . 

SincerelV a 

Jtktin  Ve?€ian  / 
ecutive  Director 
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M     jtlTTIN    MCHMAN.  ExcmtlW  DlTCCfOT 


SAN  fflANCISCO  flfDtVELOPMtNT  AGENCY 


585  GOLDEN  GATE  AVENUE  •  SAN  FRANCISCO  2.  CALIFORNIA 


GeoRCi  CHRirroPHiit,  May^r 

EvtRiTT  GitirnN.  ChaimMn 
WALTim  F.  KAruAN.  Vice  Cuumuin 
James  B.  Black.  Jk. 
James  A  Foloeii 
Lawunce  R.  Palacio€ 

UNDERHILL  3-7750 


Honorable  Board  of  Supervisors 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
City  Hall  235 

San  Francisco  2,  California 

Attention:     Mr.  Robert  J.  Dolan 
Clerk  of  the  Board 

Gentlemen: 

On  Movember  J,  1961  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  transmitted  to  the 
Board  oT  Styervlsors  a  report  on  proposed^eneval  of  an  area  south  of  Market 

1.  Proposed  resolution  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
designating  and  describing  a  redevelopment  area 
within  the  City  and  Covin ty  of  San  Francisco  pursuant 
to  the  Community  Redevelopment  Law  of  California  to 
be  known  as  South  of  Market  Redevelopment  Area  D. 

2.  Proposed  resolution  by  the  Board  of  Sttpervisors 
approving  ^h^u^ertakin^  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
of  sxtrveys  and  plans  for  an  urban  renewal  project  In 
the  South  of  Market  Redevelopment  Area  D,  and  filing 
of  an  application  with  the  HousTn^^nTlJome  Finance 
Agency  for  em  advance  of  funds . 

Subsequent  review  of  the  transmittal  to  the  Board  leads  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  Supervisors  would  find  helpful  the  following  additional  data  and  It  is 
:forwarded  herewith:  — 

a.  Statement  explaining  selection  and  delineation  of 
the  South  of  Market  Urban  Renewal  Area. 

b.  Proposed  Treatment* 


c.  Statement  concerning  Availability  of  Housing  for 
Minority  Families. 

d.  Description  of  Locfiil  Housing  Supply. 

We  request  that  the  enclosed  material  be  incorporated  with  that  transmitted  with 
the  Agency's  letter  of  Noventoer  7,  I96I. 

Sihi^erely,  * 

N.  JusT^  Herman 
Executi^  Director 


oveniber  22,  1961 
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PROPOSED  TR£ATKSNT 


South  of  Market  Redewlopment  Project  Area  D-1  !•  a  nixed  uae  area 
vhlch  !•  propoeed  for  eolely  conanBrclal  and  Industrial       .  flppf. 
clearance  and  extensive  coneervatlon  technltatMa  ffyl\^}.lz9  the 

area  based  on  the  pattern  eet  forth  In  the  San  yranolico  Haeter  Plan. 

In  order  to  create  an  envlronnent  appropriate  to  ooaaerclal  and 
inaustriAi  activity  and  deveiopnent,  the  proposed  treatanent  of  the 
area  is  airectea  at; 

1)  total  removal  of  residential  buildings 

2)  renovation  to  renewal  and  code  standards  of 
salvahle  commercial  and  Industrial  buildings 
under  ovner-partlclpatlon  agrfenents 

3)  removal  of  business  structures  bllifhted  beyond 
conversion  or  conservation 

k)  creation  of  public  areas  vhlch  contribute  to  a 
wholesome  working  environment  and  provision  for 
needed  public  facilities 

^)  realignment  of  streets  to  permit  efficient 
circulation  of  traffic 

6)  replattlng  of  parcels  to  allow  better  use  of 
the  land  and  to  encourage  new  Investaent 

7)  all  presently  vacant  or  open  land  to  be  developed 
unoer  owner''partioipation  agreements 


I 


) 


1> 


1 


■  0U8IIIG 
URBAN 


aWho 

RENEWAL 


I. 


■Oil  riNAHCI  AOINCT 

AL  AEMINISTRATION 


SURVEY  AND  PLANNINe  BUOSET 


IKSTMOCTIOHS:     iBitlftl  Mf*ti    Pr«f*r*  •rimimml  Md  t  »9fi9i  f»r  fffffA. 
Smbmit  •rictnai  S  e»pi*$  i»  Bimdtr  K».  1,  fpi9*  i*  f<N4<r*  K*.  >,  J, 

m»4  4.  Mffvti     //  with  mmtmdmfry  •ppliamtUm,  /•!(••  "/i|(ti«l 

Barff«("  <a(tra«ti«>«.     Otfc«r«<*«.   «aka<(  •rigimal  Mm4  3  «»ptt*  f  fffff4. 


PROJECT  NAME 

South  of  Mark 


PROJECT  NUMCR  fif  kMM) 


DAns  or  mn  Bcnzr  afromtals  (comput* 

Mtat  Mo.  1,  .  !• 


L»t«st  AfproT«4  Ba4t«t  (Ho, 


It. 


LINE 
NO. 

ACTIVITY  CLASSIFICATION 

TO  IC  COMPVCTEO  BY  LPA 

TO  RE  FlUCO 

USE  ONLY  FOR  RCVIIED  BUOOETS 

LATEST  i^PBOtffn 
BUOOET 

( •) 

Hvy  v«  1  ■Rfcii  1 

<+  or  -1 

BUDGET 
REOUESTEO  FOR 

-IS  MONTHS 

(  •) 

BUO«ET 
APPROvrfi  roa 

MOIITItl 

(«) 

1 

ABinriSTRATIOMt 

s 

s 

•  78,881 

1 

».  AEMnflSltATIVB  OVEKKAO  AMD  flBYIGBB  (B  1410.01, 
1  1410.09.  B  1410.16,  R  1410.19,  R  1410) 

k.  IIAVEL  (R  1410.06) 

t 

OFFICE  FORNITDRE  AND  BQCIBtBrT  (R  1476) 

800 

t 

LBQAL  SEatVICSS  (R  1410.024,  R  1411.01) 

7,692 

4 

SURVEY  AND  PLANNING  (R  1410.021,  R  14t0) 

1^^8,657 

LAND  SURVEYS  AND  AFPRAISAU3  (R  1410.022,  R  1410.028. 
R  1440.02,  R  1440.04.  R  1440.06.  R  1446.01) 

2X3,^52 

• 

■BLOCATIGM  PLANNING  (R  1410.011.  R  1441.01) 

10,807 

7 

8CBT0TAL 

462,934 

8 

RBBERVE  AND  OGMTINOfSNCIEB 

228,793 

9 

TOTAL  (Lin,  7  plat  1) 

t 

s 

1 

10 

FIQJBCT  INSreCTIOR  FB  (R  1418) 

2,070 

11 

TOTAL  SURVEY  AND  PIANMIMG  BODGR 
(LtKt  S  plu$  10) 

1 

*  693,797 

ApproTol  of  tho  Sarvoy  %\i  PUiiitf  Bi4ff«t  li  tk«  •■o«its  aad  for  tko  tii 
korokjr  roqaoitod. 


(c)  It 


0«(* 


cjfln  TVanriar-n  Rfidavelopmant  Agenov 

lee«{  Public  >lf«aejr 


4<(aatar«  af  4ackar<f«tf  Offinr 

M,  Justin  Herman 

Ebcecutlve  Director  

r<t(« 


Tk«  SifToy  tDd  PIobbIbi  Badgot  it  korobjr  approvod  la  tko  BBoaatt  Ba4  f oi  tk«  t  1m  p«r led  tkmra  la  CoIbm  (4), 
Tfco  BBtkoriiod  actiTitiot  ikall  bo  eomplotod  by  It  . 


8«(tanai  6irtet»r  •/  Vrtaa  il«a«aal,  A«ftaa 


I 


ESTIMAn  OF  9EDESAL  GRANT  REQUIRSMBIT 


Computation  of  Nat  Project  Cost 
1«    SuxTey  and  Planning  Costa 

2.  Acbnlnlstratlon  and  Legal  Costs 

(6^  of  Total  Projeot  Costs  less  Planning  Costs) 

3.  Cost  of  Properties  to  be  Acquired 

Cleareuace  Airea  (25.*>6  ausres  at  $15  +  /sq,  ft,  - 
based  on  field  surveys  by  Real  Estate  Department) 

Conservation  Area  (l/3  or  10.4.6  acres  -  improved 
at  |20/3q.  ft.  and  bare  land  8  $6/3q.  ft.) 

4..    Project  Improvements  emd  Public  Facilities 
Street  Resurfacing  (650,000  sq.  ft.  at 
♦alO/sq.  ft.  plus  engineering,  Construction 
(26,000  sq.  ft.  at  $1.50/3q.  ft.  plus 
engineering)  and  Reconstnaction  (350,000  sq.  ft, 
at  $1.25/3q.  ft,  plus  engineering  costs) 

Utilities  (Severs,  Water  Lines,  Street  Lights. 
Traffic  Signals,  Police  and  Fire  Call  Systems) 

Public  Parking  Garage  (1000  cars  -  Cost  of 
construction  based  on  5th  emd  Mission  Geirsige 
12,700,000  +  $300,000  land  cost) 

5.  Site  Clearance 

(Based  on  average  cost  in  Embarcadero-Lower  Market 
Project  No.  Calif,  R-7) 

6.  Conservation 

(Best  estimate  with  no  experience) 

7.  Lamd  Acquisition  and  Disposition  Expenses 
i/S  of  Total  Project  Costs) 

8.  Relocation  and  Property  Management  Expense 
{2%  of  Total  Project  Costs) 

9.  Interest 

(Based  on  previous  projects,  toteH  costs, 
and  estimated  timing  of  disposition) 

10,  Contingencies 
(Less  than  5%) 


♦  693,797 
1,406,203 


♦16,875,000 


6^Q00p000  22,875,000 


I  522,000 
743,000 

?,W,QQg  4,765,000 
1,390,000 

300,000 
l,40a,OQO 

700,000 

1,000,000 

500,000 


Gross  Project  Cost 


•35,034,000 


•>£.i. 


(A 


> 


11*    Proceeds         Sale  of  Lead 

Clearance  Area  ($6/sq.  ft.) 

Consenration  Area  (60$  of  cost  of 
ioproTed  property  and  $6/sq,  ft,  for 

imlnproTed) 

Het  Project  Coat 

B,  Confutation  of  Project  Capital  Grant  Requirement 
Net  Project  Cost 

Less:  Local  Grant3-in-A.id  provided 
1/3  share  required  of  City 

Less:  Portions  of  pooling  credits  from  previous 
proje^-'ts  to  be  used  for  this  project 

Project  Capital  Gr^t  Required 

C,  Confutation  of  Relocation  Grsuit  Requirenient 

Relocation  Payroents 
285  families  ®  $100.00 
1935  IndiTiduals  @  l50,00 
268  businesses  &  $lj,50'J,00 

Relocation  Grant  Required 

Estimates  are  based  on  experience  in  previous 
projects  with  allowance  for  increased  payments 
permitted  by  1959  and  later  legislation, 

D,  Confutation  of  Federal  Grant  Requirement 

Project  Capital  Grant  Required 
Relocation  Grant  Required 

Total  Federal  Grant  Required 


I  6,662,000 


$2^.218.000 
$2^,218,000 

$  8,073,000 

3,008.000  06^ .000* 

tlQ.lS3.Q00 


$  28,500 
96,750 

$  527,250 


$19,153,000 


*See  Item  AA.  for  detail  of  Project  Improvements  and  Supporting  Facilities 
totaling  1^-4,765,000  to  be  provided  as  Non-Cash  Grants- in- Aid.    In  addition 
$.^00,000  for  Renl  Estate  Tar  Credits  will  be  claimed  as  a  Cash  Grant-ln-Ald. 


I 


Pave  1  of  3 


Bud««t   Buraan  N*.  «3-IS» 


K-622C 

(3-62) 


HOUSING    AND    .lOME    FINANCE  AGENCY 

URBAN  REJvlEWAL  ADMINISTRATION 


PROJECT  EXPENDITURES  BUDGET 


PROu^I  tOCAUTY 


San  Francisco.  California 


PROJECT  NAMC 


YERBA.  BUENA  CENTER 


PROJECT  NUMIfR 

Calif.  XV 



;  -  X 

INSTHVCTIOHS:  Initial  Budget:  Prepare  original  and  8  copies  for  HHFA.  Subait  original  and  4  copitt  in  Rmd  ,V,)  ,  i, 
and  copiet  in  Bindert  No.  2,  3,  U ,  and  5.  ReTi»od  Budget:  //  with  amendatory  app  i  icat  ion,  follow  'Initial  tw-^t.-"  !-• 
struct\ont.      Othei niMe ,    lubail   original    and  4   copiet    to  HHFA. 


DATES  OF  HHFA  BUDOST  APPROVALS  (Complete   for    revi$ion  only)  PIAN  A 

Budget  No.   1,  ,  19   Latett  Approved  Budget  (No  ),_ 


.  19 


LINE 
NO. 

ACT  IV  ITY  CLASS! F  1  CAT  ION  ^ 

TO  BE  COMPLETED  BY  LPA 

TO  BE  FILLED 
IN  BY  MHFA 

USE   ONLY   FOR  REVISED  BlIOGtT 

BUDGET 
REQUESTED  FOR 

yO.  ,  MONTHS 
(  c  ) 

BUO(.ET 

\    ft  ) 

(+  or  -) 
K  b  ) 

BUDGET 
APPROVED  FOR 

unuT  HS 

\  a  } 

1 

TOTAL  SURVEY  AND  PLANNING  EXPENDITURES 
(Includ66  all  costs   incurredp   costs  estimated 
to  be  incurred,  and  interest  on  advances  to 
repayrent  date)    (R  1401,  R  1403,  R  1404) 

s 

s 

s 

1.018, W 

i 

2 

PROJECT  EXECUTIW  EXmiDITURES: 

1.777,080 

Admin  istrat  ion: 

a.   Administrative  overhead  and  services 
(P  1410.01,   R  1410,09,   R  1410.16, 

b.  Travel   (R  1410.05) 

33.3^7 

3 

Office  furniture  and  equipment  (R  1476) 

26.070 

4 

Legal  services   (R  1410.024,   R  1415) 

298,335 

5 

Survey  and  planning  (P  1410.021,   R  1430) 

- 

6 

Acquisition  expenses  (R  1410.022    R  1440.02 
vnrougn  tv  ii^iv.ut)/ 

958, I7U 

7a 

Temporary  operation  of  acquired  property- 
Profit   (-)   or  Loss   (+)    (R  1410.027,   R  1448) 

605. sg8 

7b 

Amount   included   in  Line  7a  as  real  estate  tax 
credits   (R  1448.038) 

[  ] 

[  J 

[  790,000] 

L  J 

R 

Helocation  costs,  exclud  ing  Re  locat  ion  Payments 
shown  6n  Line  21   (R  1410.023,   R  1443) 

500,935 

9 

Site  c learance~ Proceeds   (- )  or  Cost  (-f) 
(R  1410.026,   R  1450) 

2,619,851 

10 

Project  or  site  improvements 
(P  1410.026,   R  1465) 

1,263,029 

11 

Disposal,    lease,   retention  costs   (R  1410.028, 
P  1446) 

765,195 

12 

Rehabilitation  and  conservation  (R  1410.029, 

R  1460) 

297,851 

13 

Interest  (R  1420.013,  R  1420,02) 

2,9^0,000 

14 

Other  income  (-)    (R  1449) 

(-) 

^"^  i+90,000 

(-) 

For  ft  project  on  a  three-fourths  capital  grant  basis  with  Limited  project  costs,  enter  zero  on  Lineal  througliS  and  12, 


I 

I 


H-6220 

Parfe  2  of  3      (>-62) 


LINE 
N0> 

TO  BE  COMPLETED  BY  LPA 

TO  BE  FILLED 
IN  BY  HHFA 

■'OR  REVISED  BUOGfT 

BUDGET 
REQUESTED  FOR 

Wo        UOMT  H  ^ 

AC  H  V  1  1  >  I      S  M  r  . 

Altir  APPROVED 
6  UOG  ET 

(  •) 

AOJUSTMfNT 

It   o  r  —  1 

(b) 

B  UDG  f T 
APPROVED  fOR 

MOMTMS 

(  •) 

(  d) 

16 

Subtotal   ( lum  of  Lints    2   through  It, 

e  *c I ud in  g  Line  7b) 

$ 

$ 

s 

16 

Contingencies   (for  Column   (c).    not    to  txcetd 
iS%  of  Lint  15) 

i 

17 

Real  eatate  purchaies   (R  1440.01) 

N 

1 

IR 

Project   inapAvion   (R  1418) 

 261,019 

19 

TOTAL  PPOJFCr  KXECUTION  EXITM) ITURES 
(turn   of  Linet    15,    16.    17,    and  18) 

kl,9Qh,Qkk 

20 

TOTAL  PROJECT  EXPENDITURES  (ITEM  1  OF 
GROSS  PROJECT  COST)  (Line  1  plut  19) 

s 

# 

• 

J 

21 

Relocation  Paymenta  100*  re imbMr aable  to  LPA 

fn  1601) 

s 

$ 

*  697,963 

Budget        t><?  amounts  and  for  the  neri'-^'  '^'->luran  (c)  is 


San  Fi-c^ucisco  Redfc/elopmex;!  Agency 

Local  Public  Agency 

/ 

■  ^-rr>^'/y^y/  /^/^   

^  Qate  Signature  of  Authori zed  Officer 

M.  Justin  Herman 

Executive  Director  

rifle 


HHFA  APPROVAL 

The  Project  Expenditures  Budget  is  hereby  approved  in  the  amounts  and  for  the  time  period  shown  in  Column  (d), 
The  project  shall  be  completed  by —  .  19  . 


Datt 


Jiefionai  Director  of  Urban  Renewal,  Region 


r 


Pmgo  8  of  S 


(3-62) 


SUPrORTJNG  SCHEDULE 


PROJECT  OP  SITE  IMPROVEMENTS  CHARGED  AS  PROJECT  EXPENDITURES 


inENTIFICATlOV 


Overpasses  for  pec.c.:;trian  traffic  -  5 

Mnll  end  pedestrian  vsiya  -  Market  to 
Mission  Street 

Cor^struction  of  new  streets,  curbs  and 
sidewalks 

''treet  trees 


TO  BE  COMPLfTCD  flV  Lf»A 


TOTAL  COST 


12^,000 

p«:\ooo 


0 


TOTAL  PROJECT  OR  SITE  llMttamom  TO  HE  CSASKST) 
TO  ITEiA  1  OF  GROSS  PROJECT  COST 


U.00 


LOO 


LOO  17k, Q63 


100 


CHAh&E  TO  PfcOJEC: 


AUOUNT 


,  806,250 

125/000 


50,000 


*  1,155,313 


TO  BE  FILLED 
IN  BY  HHFA 


AUOWMT 


fvi  tae— •■•■•i-*c«  pjktt  til* 


J 


I 


I'm*   1   of  S 


HOUSING    AND    HOME    FINANCE  AGENCY 
URBAN  RENEWAI-  AFW  IN  I  SI  RATION 
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H-4200 


PROJECT  COST  ESTIMATE  AND  FINANCING  PUN 


San  Francisco,  California 


PSOJf.CT  NAME 

Yerba  Buena  C«nt*r 


IHSTRVCTIONS:  5ub«ie  originat  and  a  stcond  ixgned  copy  in  Bmdtr  No.  I,  und 
copxtt    in  Hinders  No.    2,    3,    4,    and  5. 


PROJECT  NUMBER 

Calif.  R-59 


7^ 


9U6HI  SSION    (Check    and   complete    the    detcription    rthic^  afplxet) 


PUN  A 


Xj    »CCOMP*lil£S    FINAL    PIOJECT  BfOIT 


OATEIb'. 


REVISES  PtOJECT   COST   ESTIMATE   AID   FIHARCIII  ^LAR 

[J    SUIMITTEO    lY    LPA   OH  .  19. 

[J   ACCEPTED  lY  NIIFA  On  .  19 


SECTION  A.      ESTIMATE  OF  GROSS  AND  NET  PROJECT  COSTS 


LINE 
NO. 


TO  BE  COMPLETf'^  BY  LPA 


ITEM 


[Xj 

[J 


INITIAL 
ESTIMATE 

OK 
LATEST 
ACCEPT  EO 
EST  I  MATE 

(  >) 


TO  BE  FILLED 
IN  BY  MHFA 


REVl SED 
ES-^lMATE 


(  i>) 


ESTIVATf 
ACCEFTED 
BY  hMF* 


(  e  ) 


ITEM  1  OF  CIIOSS  PHDJBCT  ODST: 


A-1  I  TOTAL  PROJECT  EXPENDITURES  (from  Form  ti-«770.    line  20) 


1*  49,003,292 


ITEH  2  OF  GROSS  PROJECT  COST  (Non-Ca«h  Local  Gran  t»- in -Aid)  : 


A-2     Caih   voXu*  of  lend  dooationa  (from  Supporting  Schedule  i) 


A- 3     DMoiition  md  rvaoval   work  (from  Supporting  Schedule  2) 


A- 4 

Project  or  ait*  iaprovM«nta  (from  Supporting  Schedule  3) 

I 

1,048,125 



A-S 

Hubllc  or  aupportlBq   facilltiva  (from  Supporting  Schedule  >t) 

19,637,338 

 1 

Other  aoa-coA  local  granta-iD-oid  (tpecify   type  and  hremkdown 
of  eitimmte  on   attmehed  sheet) 

— 

A-7 

—  — — —  

TOTAL  NOW-CASH  LOCAL  GRANTS-IN-AID  ( tum  of  linee  2  through  6) 

*  20,685,463 

> 

» 

A-l 

0068  PROJECT  COSrr  (ITEM  1  plua  ITEM  2)  (line  i  plu$  7) 

 1 

»  69,688,755 

 i 

A- 9 

PKXEED8  FROM  PROJECT  LAND: 

»  18,711,950 

t 

t 

Sal*  pric*  of  project  land   to  b*  aold 

A- 10 

Capital   value  i^^uted  to  project  land  to  be  leaaed 

 1 

A-11 

1  

Coital   value  of  project  land  to  be  retained  by  LPA 

A-  12 

1  

TOTAL  PROCEEDS  FROM  PROJECT  LAND  (turn  of  Imei  9,    10.    and  11) 

«  18,711,950 

t 

t 

A-  13 

NET  PROJECT  COST  (line  S  minus  12) 

»  50,976,805 

t 

— — — 

A-  14 

Sharing  of  net  project  cost: 

*  50,976,805 

s 

s 

Net  Project  Coat  of  thia  project  (from  line  13) 

A-  15 

Net  Project  Coat  of  other  projecta  (if  cmy)    pooled  eith 
tki  a  p  ro j  ect 

69,536,145 



A-  16 

Aqqregate  Net  Project  Coata  for  thia  and  other  projects 
(if  <»r)    in   the  pool  (line    14  plus  15) 

120,512,950 

A- 17 

MiniBta  local  granta-in-aid  required  for  thia  and  other 
project*  (if  any)   in   the  pool  (1/3  or   1/i,    as  apprepriatt. 
of  line  IS) 

40,170,983 

A-  la 

(Less)  Total  local  qranta- in- aid  to  be  provided  for 
other  project*  (if  any)   in  the  pool 

24,457,311 

A-  19 

(t^mals)   MiniBU*  local  gran t a- in- ai d  required   for  thia 
project  (lint  17  minus  It) 

•  15,713,672 

t 

t 

R  226  (1) 
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M-4200 

p»i«  a  of  s  (i^i) 


SECTION  A.     ESTIMATE  OF  QROSS  AND  NET  PROJECT  COSTS  (Continued) 

LINC 
NO. 

ITEM 

TO  BE  COMPLETED  BY  LPA 

TO  BE  FILLED 
IN  BY  HHFA 

ESTIMATE 
ACCEPTED 
BY  HHFA 

(  •) 

(y1  INITIAL 
l^J  ESTIMATE 
OA 

LATEST 
r  J  ACCEPTED 

ESTIMATE 

(  •) 

REVI SEO 
ESTIMATE 

(  ») 

A-» 

SHJIIINC  OF  NET  PnOJECT  COST:  (Centinatd) 

S 

LOCAL  GBAKTS-IN-AID.  THIS  PROJECT: 

NoB-cash  local  qran  ta- in- aid  (fr0m  lint  7) 

A-21 

Caih  local  groa  t«- in-al  d 

790,000 

A- 22 

TOTAL  LOCAL  (»AHTS- IN- AID  FOR  THIS  PROJECT  (lin,  W  plm$  21) 
(m»it  k»  *•(   lt,M   tk*m   lint  19) 

t 

A*  24 

PROJECT  CAPITAL  CRAMT  (lin*  ih  minus  22) 

t 

29,501,3^2 

% 

• 
• 

RELOCATION  GRANT  ( frmm  form  H't220,    lint  21) 

t 

697,963 

% 

• 
• 

A.  2S 

TOTAL  FEZCRAL  CAPITAL  GRANT  (lin,  33  flmi  24) 

30,199,305 

% 

• 

SECTION  B.     SOURCES  OF  FUNDS  FOR  PROJECT  EXPENDITURES  AND  RELOCATION  PAYMENTS 

LINC 
NO. 

1  TEM 

ESTIMATE  SUBMITTED 
BY  LPA 

(L «■••  h I mmk ) 

ESTIMATE  ACCEPTED 
BY  HHFA 

(  b) 

B-  1 

Total  cash  ro^iroaoata  for  projact  •apaodi turoa  and  Rolocatlen 
Poiraonta  (limt  A- 1  plm$  A-2k) 

»  ^9,701,255 

S 

B-2 

Caah  local  9 ran ta- in- aid: 

SOURCE  OF  CASH 

ACTUAL  OR  ANTICIPATED 
DATE  OF  RECEIPT 

% 

t 

B-3 

B-4 

»-S 

aatata  tax  cradita  (from  Form  B-ti20,    lim*  7k) 

790,000 

B-8 

Tatol  caah  local  9raBta-ia-«id  ( $mm  of  li»t$  2  tkromgk  5) 

t 

790,000 

t 

1-7 

Total  fuada  to  k«  oppliod  t«  prejoct  axpasdituraa  and  RaleeatioM 
PoTBoBta  fro*  akort-tara  borroviaqa  otkor  ttioi  tkoa*  oa  IImo  B>t  bale* 

B-t 

Bwktetal  (limi  S  pla$  7) 

t 

790,000 

s 

B-t 

PROJECT  TIMPOKAlir  LOAT.  THROUCH  DIRECT  OR  PRIVATE:  FINANCIMC 
VMin  LOAM  AKi-  CRAIT  C^"iMCt  (lin,  1  minmi  t) 

*  i*8,?U,2?? 

t 

jJOcC:.:ijcr  1,  VX'A 

R  226  (1)  FORM  H-6200  PIAN  A  Pji^  2  of  5 
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SECTION  C.    rlNANCme  PLAN  FOR  CURRENT  AND  NEXT  FISCAL  YEARS 
(COHWCncing  July   I  mi  Ending  June  30) 


If  project   •xvcvtioD   ac  ik  vill  Bot   start  bafor*  the  end  of  th«  naxt   flacol  y«ar  or  if  a  Coatiact   for  Lara  ond 
Grant  has  b«»D  axacvtad.    c^adc  bar*       J  and  lao^a  th*  raat  of  5>«(.tiun  C  blank. 

If  project  rxacutlo>  ao  rk  will  start  during  the  currant  or  next  fiacol  yaar  <sd  a  Contract  for  Lo<K  <ad  Great  Has 
BO  t  baa*  asacutad.   aatar  astiBotad  atartlBg  data  kara:  and  ooMpiata  Sactiob  C. 


LINf  I 
no. 


C- 1 


I  T  EM 


^■oBBt  of  Projact  Capitol  Grant  Payaaft  ta  that  probably  will  ba  aamad 


C- 2   I   ABovint  of  Ralocatlon  Croat  PayBanta  that  probably  vill  ba  aaraad 


rUOH  STARTING 
DATF.  TO  EMO 
Of-  CURRENT 
FISCAL  YEAR. 

JUNE  >0,  19   

(  *) 


DURING 
NEXT  FISCAl 
YEAR  ENDIH'^ 

JJNE  30,  19  


(  k) 


Tsntative  Schedule  of  Short-Tern  BorroMingt 


LIKE 
NO. 

1  T  EM 

TOTAL 
(s) 

FEDERAL 
TEMPORARY 
LOANS 

(  k) 

HOH-FEOERAL 
LOANS  Wl  TH 

FEDERAL 
GUARANTEE 

_  '•' 

NON-FE0£ftAL 
LOANS  KITHOUT 
FEDERAL 
GUARANTEE 

C-3 
C-4 

C-5 

AMouDt   t*  be  bor  roved  durioq  CMrraBt 
flBCol  year 

t 

Aaoun  t   to  ba  r^aid  dwrlaq  carraat 
fiscal  year 

taeuat  eutstoading  ot  aad  of  currant 
fiscal   year  (lint  3  atnsf  i) 

C-« 

Aaount   to   ba  borroved  Airing  aaxt 
fiscal  year 

C-7 

ABount   to  be  repaid  during  nest 
fiscal  year 

C-l 

Aaoun  t  outstanding  at  end  of  next 
fiscal  year  (li»t  5  pts'  i  aisef  7) 

Acceptance  of  the  estimates  submitted  is  hereby  requested. 

.0. 


Dat*         ' ^ 


SaiL Francisco  Redevelapcient  Agency 


5i(«elar«  e/  Atttkari  tti  Offictr 

M.  Justin  Henian 
Executive  Director 


ri({« 


HHPA  ACCEPTANCE 
The  estimates  are  accepted  as  indicated  in  the  appropriate  Columns. 


A«(ieaa(  Dirtt**t  •/  Prkaa  Jl«s*asi,  Jl«fiea 


R  226  (1) 


FOm  H-62CX)  FLAK  A 


Plige  3  of  5 


P&fe  4  of  6 


M-6200 


i 


SUPPORTINQ  SCNEOULES 


8CMC0ULC  1.  LAND  DONATIOHS  (Land  P«rc«U  or  Land  lnt«r«att) 


DENTl F I  CAT  ION 


NAME  OF  DONOR 


(  k) 


CASH  VALUE  CF  LAND  DONATIONS  (tmttr  »h    Ixnt  A-  7) 


ESTIMATED 
CASH  VALUE 
SuBMI TTED 
P  Y  LP  A 

(  «  ) 


\     (Lfyt  hltnh} 

ESTIMATED  CASH 
VALUE  ACCEPTED 
BY  MHFA 

;  4> 


SCHEDULE  2.   DEMOLITIOl  A«0  REMOVAL  WO RK  — NON-CASM  LOCAL  GRANTS-IN-AID 
(iKcludt   work    tkxtk   kat   kttn  or   will    kt  providid) 


IDENTIFICATION  OF  DEMOLITION 
OR  REMOVAL  MQRK  JOBS 

( 


II 


NAME  OF 
PROVIDING  ENTITY 

(  k) 


ESTIMATED 
NET  COST 
SUBMITTED  BY  LPA 

(  e) 


T 


-J 


fL  *«*c  klank) 

ESTIMATED  NET  CCSl 
ACCEPTED  BY  HHFi 

(  4) 


TOTAL  DEMOLITION  AND  REJdVAL  fOtt  TO  BE  CHABCED  TO  ITEM  2  OF 
CnOM  PROJECT  COST  (tntir  em    lint  A- 3) 


SCMEOaE  3.  PROJECT  OR  SITE  IMPROVEMENT*— NON-CASM  LOCAL  CR ANTS- IN-AI D 


lOENTI FICATION 
(  •) 

NAME  OF 
PROVIDING  ENTITY 

(  k) 

ESTIMATE  SUBMITTED  BY  LPA 

(Lttt*  klmnk) 

ESTIMATE  ACCEPTED 
BY  HHF4 

TOUL  COST 
(  .) 

CHANGE  TO  PHOjfCT  ^ 

% 

(  «) 

AMOUNT 

rCc>   X  (d)) 

(  •) 

f 

(  T) 

ABO'JKT 
<•) 

Street  lighting- Pro j .Ste 
-Bound  St 

Police  &  fire  call  syste 
Project  Sts. 
Boundary  Sts. 

A.V7.S.S.  &  L.P.  Hydrants 
Project  Sts. 
Boundarv  Sts. 

.  Dept. Of  Pub.Wk 
s . 

ms  Dept.  of  Elec 
S.F.  Fire  Dept 

S 

B.  85,000 
51,250 

25,000 
6,250 

• 

187,500 
 »r50Cl  

100 

50 

100 

50 

100 

% 

85,000 
25,625 

25,000 
3,125 

187,500 

% 

1 

i 

1 

1 

i 

from  th«  improTMMBt  to  its  total  coat  aid  sabtract  from  tkat  amonit  the  total  anoaat  of  tk«  spacial  aaaaaaMii  acaiir; 
tka  projact-acquircd  laad. 
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SUPP0RTIN6   SCHEDULES  (Continued) 


SCNCOULE  5-  ^XOJCCT  OR  SITE  IMPROVCHEHTS— NOM-CASH  LOCAI.  GRANTS-IN-AID  (Continutd) 


I0ENTIFIC»TI0« 


(  •) 


NAME  OF 
PROVIOIMG  ENTITY 


(  k) 


ESTIMATE  SUBMITTED  8Y  LPA 


TOTAL  COST 


(  •) 


CMAROE  TO  rROJECT 


(  «) 


AMOUNT 

((c)    X  (d)) 

(  •) 


ESTIMATE  ACCEPTED 
3Y  HMFA 


% 

<  f ) 


AMOUM  T 


Low  Pressure  Water 
Project  Streets 
Boundaiy  Streets 

Reconstruction  and  Re- 
location of  sewers 
Project  Streets 
Boundary  Streets 


S.F.  Water  Dep; 


Dept.  of  Pub.Wts 


125,000 
31,250 


500,000 
125,000 


100 

50 


100 

50 


125,0-00 
15,625 


500,000 
62,500 


TCTTAL  PIOJBrr  OR  SITE  I IffWVIMEHrs  TO  BE  CHARGED  TO 

im  3  or  cnoss  mojBCT  ooar  (Ufr      im*  A-t) 


l,0i*8,125 


SCHCNLE  ».  PMLIC  Ot  SUPTOtTIN  FACILITIES 


IDENTIFICATION 


(  •) 


NAME  OF 
PROVIDING  ENTITY 


(  k) 


ESTIMATE  SUBMITTED  BY  LPA 


TOTAL  COST 


(  •) 


CHAK6E  TO  PROJECT 


s 

(4) 


AMOUNT 

((<)   X  (*)} 
(  •) 


(L  «av«  it  mnk) 

ESTIMATE  ACCEPTED 
BY  HMFA 


f 

(  r) 


AMOUN  T 


Public  Garages 
Central  Sq. 
Sports  Arena 
Public  Plazas  for 
Garages 

Rapid  Transit  Station 
Montgomery  St. 
Powell  St. 


Parking  Authority 


B  Jl.R.T.D. 


9,500,000 
7,000,000 

766,938 


7,800,000 

7,^,000 


100 
100 

100 


]1 


.7 

9.7 


9,500,000 

7,000,000 

766,938 


912,600 
1,1+57,800 


TOTAL  flUPVORnNC  FACILITIES  TO  BE  OIAIICB) 
ID  rMOJCCT  (tnttr  A-i) 


•  19,637,338 


If  «  sp*cl«l  ••■••MMit  afftiast  proj*ct-Mqalr«d  lAid  ia  iavolTcd,  applf  tkt  ftc—x  of  direct  Maafit  to  tka  projact 
froB  tka  lavroraaMat  or  facility  to  Ita  total  coat  aad  aabtract  froa  that  wwaat  tha  total  aaoaat  af  x%«  apacial 
asaaaaaMat  afalaat  tka  projact-acquirad  laad. 
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M.  JliSTI!>i  Herman,  Executive  Director 


SAN  fRANCISCO  Rf Df VtLOPMENI  AGENCy 


52  5  GOLDEN  GATE  AVENUE  •  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94102 


John  F.  Shelley,  Mayor 
Everett  Griffin,  Chairman 

Walter  F.  Kaplan,  Vice  Chairman 

James  A.  Folger 
Lawrence  R.  Palacios 
Stephen  Walter 

UNDERHILL  3-7750 


October  22,  1965 


Mr.  Maxwell  A.  Myers 

Phoenix  Industries 

658  Howard  Street 

San  Francisco,  California 

Dear  Mr.  Myers: 


Enclosed  in  response  to  your  request  is  a  copy 
of  the  check  list  used  by  our  building  inspector 
in  evaluating  your  property  located  at  729 
Mission  Street  (Assessor's  Block  3723,  Lot  107.) 

As  you  probably  know,  structural  condition  was 
only  one  of  the  factors  taken  into  consideration 
in  arriving  at  the  recommendation  contained  in 
the  proposed  Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment 
Plan  that  the  above-cited  building  be  scheduled 
for  acquisition  and  clearance. 

Mr.  John  Dykstra,  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Project 
Manager  (SUtter  1-5912^,  is^vmlable  to  discuss 
the  status  of  your  pro|ifert/atlyour  convenience. 


R.  I/.  Rumsey 

Acting  Executive  Director 
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M.  Justin  Hi;rman.  lixccnlirc  Dheclor 


SAN  fflANCISCfl  R£0£VUOPM£NI  AGENCY 


5  2  5  GOLDEN  GATE  AVENUE  •  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94102 


John  F.  Shelley,  Ma 

Everett  Griffin,  Chain 
Walter  F.  Kaplan,  Vhl 
James  A.  Folger 
Lawrence  R.  Palacios 
Stephen  Walter 


UNDERHILL  3-7750 


October  21,  1965 


Mr.  Albert  J.  Cattan 
J.  Cattan  Co. 
741  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  California 

Dear  Mr.  Cattan: 

Enclosed  in  response  to  your  request  is  a  copy 
of  the  check  list  used  by  our  inspector  in 
evaluating  the  condition  of  your  structure 
located  at  741  Mission  Street,  Assessor's  ' 
Block  3723,  Lot  106A. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  in  regard  to  the 
above-cited  property,  structural  condition  is 
only  one  of  the  elements  taken  into  consideration 
in  recommending  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan  that 
the  structure  be  scheduled  for  acquisition  and 
clearance. 


Mr.  John  Dykstra,  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Pfoject 
Manager,  SUtter  1-5912,  is  available  to  discuss 
the  status  of  your  prqperty  wfth  you  at  your 
convenience.  X, 

V 

Sinc^rely\ 


\  7  V  *w 
Robert  L.  Rumsey  / 
Acting  Executive  Director 


End . 


I 


II 


M  JrsiiN  HmMAN,  k\ei»iii,  Diiiiii>i 


SAN  FRANCISCO  R£D£VELOPM£NI  AGENCY 


525  GOLDEN  GATE  AVENl'E  •  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94lo: 


November  l6,  1965 


John  F.  Shelley,  M, 

tv  KRETI  GRIKFIN  Chju 

Walt  er  F  Kaplan  1'< 
James  A  Folcer 
Lawrence  R  Pai  agios 
Stephen  Walter 


UNDERHILL  V^'iO 


Mr.  J.  Cattan 

J.  Cattan  Company 

7^1  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  California 


Deeu:  Mr.  Cattan: 


Your  letter  of  November  10  which  raised  certain  questions  about  the 
parking  facilities  proposed  for  Yerba  Buena  Center  Is  hereby  acknowledged. 
Thank,  you  for  giving  us  an  opportunity  to  clarify  another  Important  part 
of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  proposal. 

The  parking  facilities  proposed  for  Yerba  Buena  Center  -^re  developed 
by  the  staff  of  the  Redavelopment  Agency  and  its  economic  and  planning 
consultants  in  close  coordination  with  the  staffs  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  and  the  Parking  Authority  cf  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco.    In  addition,  the  proposed  facilities  arc  supported  by 
a  study  of  the  supply  of  existing  parking  within  the  area  (San  Francisco 
Redevelopojent  Agency,  Yerba  Buena  Canter  Parking  Survey,  August  1,  1964) 
and  a  study  of  the  demand  for  the  proposed  i)ea*king  facilities  (Economics 
Research  Associates,  The  Economic  Performance  of  Public  Facilities  in 
Yerba  Buena  Center,  May  17,  1965).    These  studies  indicate  that  there  will 
be  sufficient  demand  to  support  the  public  parking  facilities  proposed 
for  Yerba  Buena  Center. 


A  copy  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Parking  Survey  is  enclosed^^^ie 
Economics  Resegrch^Associates  report  is  not  available  for  ^^^^T 
dxstrffuCTpnDu^^^yTe^eSSaSGieda  Kedevelopcent  Agency. 

Pleajse  be  advised  ulso  that  the  extension  of  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Street 
parking  garage  weus  taken  into  careful  consideration  in  evaluating  demand 
for  other  public  parking  facilities  proposed  for  Yerba  Buena  Center. 


Enclosure 


cc:    Honorable  John  F.  Shelley 


I 


I 


I 


RICHARD  a.  BISHOP 
MICHACL  J.  MURRAY 
NCLSON  C.  BARRY 
a.  WILLIAM  riLLCY 
JAMC9  r.  OUBTIN 


OAN  NAOaCLL 


LAW  OVVZOES  OK 


October  21,  1965 


MARIN  COUNTY  QFriOE 
IOCS  A  BTRECT 
BAN  RAFAEL,  CALIFORNIA 


n 


u 


Mr.  Justin  Herman 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

525  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

.San  Prancisooj  California 

Dear  Mr.  Herman: 

This  is  a  letter  of  record  and  protest  with 
regard  to  the  proposed  Verba  Buena  Development. 

We  are  the  attorneys  for  the  ovjners  of  the 
property  at  777  Mission  Street  who  are  at  present  renov- 
ating and  remodeling  this  building,  at  considerable 
expense,  for  the  purpose  of  making  this  a  modern,  up  to 
date  structxjre. 

This  building  is  intended  to  be  the  main  offices 
of  our  companies  because  of  its  proximity  to  our  clients. 
Its  central  location  end  parking  facilities  makes  for  an 
idejil  location  as  an  operating  facility  and  will  in  Itself 
create  at  least  thirty  new  Jobs  in  the  area.    The  area  Is 
particularly  suited  for  this  type  of  business. 

A  permit  has  been  Issued  by  the  Bureau  of  this 
city  allovring  the  remodeling  and  Improving  of  this  pro- 
perty end  Immediately  following  this  -  you  cell  for  demo- 
lition of  this  building  to  fit  your  plans  which  are  spec- 
ulative at  best • 

Our  considered  opinion  is  that  your  approach  of 
total  demolition  of  an  area  including  all  soxmd  structures 
located  therein  requires  some  soimd  re-evaluation.  Rehab- 
ilitation of  this  area  as  opposed  to  razing  would  seem  to 
be  a  more  suitable  and  advantageous  program.  If  Indeed 
there  is  a  need  for  that.    It  wo\3ld  also  seem  Important 
to  establish  a  need  for  and  a. desire  of  the  people  of  San 
Francisco  for  such  an  extensive  program  as  you  propose. 


.•rw  !W«»T.»<Q(  111-  i 


ns8 


'  1 


lAr,  Justin  Herman 
October  21,  I965 
Pago  2 


San  Proncisco  cannot  afford  to  displace  any  more  business 
or  industry.    Ve  are  quite  concGrned  over  yoiir  efforts  to 
proceed  icith  the  Yerba  Buena  Development  without  a  i^andate 
from  thoGo  affected. 

F^OBpectfully  yours, 
BRANCO'S  GRAPHIC  ART  SERVICE 
By 

G.  WUliam  ?illey 


Q\^:bm 


M.  Justin  Herman,  Extmlivt  Direcior 


m  FRANCISCO  R£D£VtLOPM£UI  AGOCY 


S2>  GOLDEN  GATE  AVENUE  •  SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94102 


November  2,  I965 


John  F.  Shelley,  Afoyor 


Everett  Griffin.  Chtimnn 
Walter  F.  Kaplan,  Vict  Cbtirm*n 
James  A.  Folcer  ' 
Lawrence  R.  Palacios 
Stephen  Walter 

UNDERHIU  J-7750 


WO  NOV  3 


G.  William  Filley,  Esquire  V?''' 
Bishop,  Murray  and  Barry  '  ■ 

Attorneys  at  Lav 
220  Bush  Street,  Suite  35O 
San  Francisco,  California 

Dear  Mr.  Filley: 

Your  letter  protesting  the  proposed  Yerha  Buena  Center  Redevelopment 
Project  is  herehy  acknowledged.    It  vill  he  included  in  the  official 
record  of  the  puhlic  hearing  and  vill  he  talcen  into  consideration  hy 
the  Memhers  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  before  reaching  a  decision  on 
Yerha  Buena  Center. 

In  your  letter  you  imply  that  you  and  your  client  had  no  knovledge  that 

the  property  located  at  777  Mission  Street  vas  scheduled  for  acquisition 

and  clearance  in  the  proposed  Yerha  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan. 

The  records  indicate  to  the. contrary.    On  July  19,  19^5  title  to  the 

subject  property  transferred  to  your  client.    On  July  8,  1965 

Mr.  Robert  L.  Rumsey,  Deputy  Executive  Director  of  the  Redevelopment 

Agency,  met  vith  you,  Mr.  Ted  Branco,  Mr.  Morris  C.  Klein  and  Mr.  Peter  Shields. 

During  that  meeting  the  potential  effect  of  the  proposed  Yerba  Buena  Center 

Redevelopment  Plan  on  your  client's  property  vas  discussed  in  detail. 


On  a  number  of  occasions  prior  to  this  time  Mr.  Peter  Shields  visited  or 
called  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Site  Office  to  inquire  as  to  the  status  of 
the  subject  property.    On  these  occasions  he  vas  given  accurate  information 
on  the  proposed  Yerba  Buena  Center  Plan  and  its  possible  effect  on  the 
subject  property  by  Project  Manager  John  B.  Dykstra. 

Sincerely, 

^^^^^^ 

MToKistin  Herman 
Executive  Director 


1^ 

I) 

h 

I 
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Tlie:  Proposal: 


JUL     BREAKTHROUGH  TO  MARKET  STREET.      Opposite  Grant  Avenu 
pedestrian  mall  ■^■riLll  lead  into  the  heart  of  the  new  area.  Escalators 
will  provide  easy  access  from  the  rapid  transit  station  under  Market 
Street  to  a  new  plaza  adjoining  the  mall. 


ST.  PATRICK'S  CHURCH.      Fronting  on  Mssion  Street  and  connected 
to  the  pedestrian  mall,  a  small  plaza  complements  St.  Patrick's  Church. 
Surrounding  tiers  of  terraces  and  wide  stairvra.ys  enhance  this  historic 
structTH'e . 


THE  CEOTRAL  PLAZA.      The  central  plaza  is  the  major  attraction 
of  the  entire  area.    Raised  upon  a  multi-level  garage  platform,  the 
plaza  provides  a  spectacular  setting  for  cuJ.t\iral  activities  which 
could  include  two  theaters  and  a  museum.    An  ice-skating  rink,  indoor 
and  outdoor  restaurants,  and  three  substantial  office  towers  are  also 
located  on  the  garage  platform.    Access  to  all  surrounding  blocks  is 
provided  by  elevated  pedestrian  bridges. 


THEATERS,  MUSEUlvI.      To  insure  that  the  central  plaza  will 

be  lively  and  exciting  in  the  evening  as  well  as  during  the  day,  two 
new  commercial  theaters  and  a  museum  are  proposed. 


SPORTS  ARENA  -  COl^VEOTION  CEITTER  COIvIPLEX.      To  the  south  of  the 
central  plaza,  a  large  Sports  Arena  -  Convention  Center  Complex  is 
proposed  for  development.    The  complex  will  include  a  sports  arena  of 
1^,000  permanent  seats  supplemented  by  a  200,000  square  foot  combined 
convention-exhibit  facility.    An  arena  club,  parking  garage,  and  two 
office  towers  complete  the  complex. 

^7    HOUSING  FOR  SINGLE  MEN.      The  development  of  a  500--unit  modern 
residential  facility  and  treatment  center  for  elderly  single,  low- 
income  individuals  is  proposed  as  a  positive  approach  to  satisfying 
the  need  for  relocation  housing  \n.thin  the  area. 


BUSINESS  SERVICE-LIGHT  INDUSTRIAL.      Business  service-light 
industrial  uses  ^d-ll  continue  in  the  southerly  blocks.  Existing 
dilapidated  residences  \t±11  be  replaced  m.th  new  business  service 
and  industrial  enterprises  supported  by  open  and  enclosed  parking 
facilities. 


OFFICE  SPACE,  Not  enumerated  but  shov.m  on  and  around  the  plazas  are 
office  buildings  totaling  2,000,000  gross  square  feet. 

GARAGES,      It  is  anticipated  that  garages  will  be  provided  on  a 
progressive  basis  up  to  a  total  of  5jOU6  spaces  under  the  plazas,  in 
the  industrial  sectors,  and  scattered  throughout  the  a2*ea. 


LEE        and  PRASZKER 


PROGRESS  REPORT  OF  ACTION  COMMITTEE 
ON  YERBA  BUENA  CENTER 


Three  meetings  of  this  committee  were  held  between  the  dates  of  March  24th  and 
April  10,  196^.    The  meetings  were  held,  respectively,  March  2k  at  Room  100, 
Chamber  of  Commerce;  April  1  at  Redevelopment  Agency;  and  on  April  10  at 
Chamber  of  Commerce. 

A  summary  of  the  points  of  discussion  during  all  the  three  meetings  can  be 
found  in  the  letter  of  April  I3,  196U  addressed  to  Mr.  Justin  Herman, 
Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency.     Copies  of  this 
letter  were  sent  to  the  Chairman  of  Steering  Committee,  to  Mr.  Shields  of  the 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  to  members  of  the  Action  Committee. 

Preliminary  reply  to  these  questions  has  been  received,  with  letter  stating 
that  detailed  replies  will  be  available  sometime  after  June  1,  1964  when 
your  chairman  returns  from  a  European  trip. 

It  is  a  foregone  conclusion  that,  in  order  to  implement  the  proposed 
redevelopment  in  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  without  undue  disturbance  or  even 
expulsion  of  the  existing  commerce  and  industry  from  the  area,  some  mechanism 
will  have  to  be  set  up  to  relocate  a  certain  portion  of  the  industry  and 
commerce  affected  by  the  redevelopment  in  such  a  manner  as  to  create 
financially  acceptable  relocation  facilities  prior  to  demolition.  This 
holds  true  not  only  with  respect  to  industry  and  commerce  but  also  to  the 
large  residential  population  to  whom  low  rents  are  vital. 

Prom  information  available  to  date  in  the  form  of  reports  by  Redevelopment 
Agency  consultants,  and  its  preliminary  reply  to  questions,  there  is  no 
convincing  material  that  would  indicate  the  practical,  economic  execution 
of  the  redevelopment  proposed,  but  it  is  hoped  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
will  pay  due  attention  to  the  queries  made  and  make  proper  adjustments  in 
their  plans  to  tae  points  raised  in  the  letter  of  April  I3.     In  particular, 
the  stimulation  of  owner  participation  is  recommended  and  the  encouragement 
of  present  population  to  remain  by  development  of  local  community  spirit. 


4/29/64 
MP 
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Michael  Praszker 
Chairman 


San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Ccannerce 


Minutes  of  Joint  Meeting,  Action  Comnittees  on  South  of  Market 
Wednesday,  July  8,  196^*  -  10:30  a.m. 
Room  200,  Chamber  of  Commerce 


Present: 

Gerry  McLindon 
Rand ell  Larson 
Thos.  J.  Mellon 
Fred  J.  Mahr 
Lf^vene  A,  Woo  If 
Alton  Lee 
J arr.es  Browne 
Elmer  Johnson 


At  a  joint  meeting  of  the  above  mentioned  committees  on  the 
subject  of  the  Yerba  Buer.a  Hedevelopraent  Area  within  the  South 
of  Market  Street  Project,  a  motion  was  made,  seconded,  and 
passed  unanimously  as  follows: 

That  Kedevelopment  be  used  as  an  aid  or  means  to 
aevelop  the  South  of  Market  project  Yerba  Buena, 
and  that  committee  or  committees  be  established 
by  the  Chamber  of  Commerc*;  to  work  closely  with 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  i n  the  planning  of  the 
South  of  Market. 

The  above  recommendation  wil]  be  submitted  to  the  South 
of  Market  Street  Steering  Committee,  along  with  the 
additional  recommendations  from  the  other  Action  Comndttecs 
on  the  South  of  Market  Street  Project. 


Michael  Praszker 
Norman  Impelmein 
L.J.  Silver 
John  B.  Pykstra 
Mark  Blucher 
John  Kirkpatrick 
William  W,  Moore 
Grant  T.  Teasdale 
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THE  YERBA      ENA  PROJECT  X  X  » 

Report  of  SPUR's  South-of-Market  Committee  f  ^^^^f 

An  ad  hoc  committee  of  SPUR  has  been  studying  the  Yerba  Buen^^roJ^t  Plaj^^ 
for  redevelopment  in  an  area  south  of  Market  Street,  for  some  months.  TheTJTBT^ct 
area  is  bounded  generally  by  Market,  New  Montgomery,  Harrison,  and  a  line  between 
4th  and  5th  Sts.    The  Plan  was  prepared  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
with  the  assistance  of  a  private  planning  firm,  and  is  being  evaluated  and  discussed 
by  various  citizens'  groups  prior  to  being  presented  for  adoption  and  implementation. 

Justin  Herman,  Redevelopment  Director,  and  staff  members  of  his  office  have 
cooperatively  appeared  twice  before  the  committee;  Lawrence  Livingston,  of  the  firm 
of  Livingston  &  Blayney,  planning  consultants  to  the  project,  reviewed  the  plan  at  a 
committee  meeting;  members  of  the  Department  of  Planning  have  been  interviewed;  and 
a  number  of  other  individuals  concerned  with  this  section  of  the  city  and  with  proposed 
uses  of  land  in  the  project  area  have  attended  committee  meetings  or  been  consulted. 
The  following  conclusions  are  submitted  as  a  report  to  SPUR's  Executive  Committee 
for  consideration: 

1.  There  is  unquestionably  need  for  public  action  for  improvement  of  the  project 
area.    The  planning  consultant  and  the  Agency  have  impressive  statistics  on  age  and 
condition  of  buildings  and  their  use  and  occupancy,  which  indicate  the  inefficiency  of 
present  land  use  and  the  deteriorated  character  of  the  area.    Beyond  that,  the  amount 

of  vacant  land  (some  used  for  surface  parking  lots),  the  number  of  vacancies,  and  the 
skid-row  nature  of  certain  sections  are  very  obvious  visually  to  anyone  who  walks 
through  the  area.   For  these  qualities  to  exist  in  a  section  of  San  Francisco  immediately 
adjacent  to  active  downtown  is  clearly  wrong,  and  there  is  an  inescapable  first  con- 
clusion that  the  project  area  is  in  need  of  a  program  and  a  plan  for  renewal. 

2.  These  characteristics  exist  in  much  more  of  the  South-of-Market  district 
than  the  project  area,  however.   To  the  east  of  the  Yerba  Buena  project,  the  district  hAS 
very  largely  improved  itself,  and  is  not  a  problem  area.    To  its  west,  however,  the 
worst  aspects  of  skid-row  now  exist,  and  the  deficient  and  deteriorating  use  of  land 
continues  to  the  Division  District.    Some  time  ago  SPUR  pointed  to  the  need  for  a  study 
of  overall  development  south  of  Market  Street,  and  finally  helped  designate  the  project 
area.    Granting  the  fact  that  a  first  start  must  be  made,  and  that  a  redevelopment 
project  must  be  limited  to  a  size  capable  of  practical,  immediate  results,  it  seems  true 
also  that  the  Yerba  Buena  project  should  be  the  first  part  of  a  planned,  long-range  pro- 
gram for  improvement  of  the  entire  South-of-Market  area. 

3.  The  district  in  which  the  project  area  lies  has  been,  for  a  long  period  of 
time,  a  section  where  low  rents  have  obtained.   It  has  therefore  grown  to  be  a  kind  of 
support  section  for  the  major  downtown  business  activities.   Printing  and  blue  print 
establishments,  a  section  of  the  garment  trade,  some  professional  offices,  secretarial 
services,  etc.  —  businesses  that  can  exist  only  on  a  low-rent  basis,  but  that  are 
essential  as  support  services  to  the  higher-rent  paying  activities  north  of  Market  Street 
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these  are  the  principal  stable  occupants  of  the  project  area  vicinity.   As  buildings  have 
been  removed,  surface  parking  lots  have  found  land  rentals  attractive  and  now  form 
another  major  service  function  in  the  area.   What  new  activities  and  new  buildings  have 
appeared  (such  as  the  new  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company  Building)  are  also 
of  a  service  rather  than  a  financial  or  a  purely  commercial  nature .   The  committee  feels 
that  it  would  be  highly  desirable  to  find  a  way  in  which  this  existing  service  character 
of  the  area  could  be  retained  and  expanded,  as  its  physical  aspect  is  improved. 

4  Maintaining  a  service  character  in  the  area  would  not  necessarily  mean  con- 
tinuing to  accommodate  all  of  the  present  occupants,  however.    Certain  businesses  — 
for  example,  warehousing  —  have  already  largely  removed  themselves  from  the  South-of- 
Market  district,  to  outlying  areas  where  larger  square  footages  are  available  at  even 
lower  rentals.    Some  other  enterprises  are  unfortunately  of  the  marginal  type  that  can 
exist  only  in  a  depressed  area     While  small  businesses,  new  businesses,  and  businesses 
with  a  low  margin  of  profit  are  essential  to  the  economic  life  of  any  city,  they  can  be 
accommodated  in  a  renewal  or  redevelopment  program  only  by  some  form  of  subsidy  — 
similar  to  low-rent  housing  subsidies  for  those  who  cannot  afford  to  meet  market  rentals. 
The  committee  believes  that,  along  with  major  new  development,  there  should  be  a  program 
for  rehabilitation  of  certain  existing  structures,  or  of  substitution  of  equal  facilities, 
making  it  possible  for  present  owner-occupants  to  provide  low-rent  space  for  essential 
small  business  enterprises  and  that  the  city  should  seek  assistance  from  agencies  such 

as  the  Small  Business  Administration  to  make  this  feasible. 

5  ,    The  committee  has  discussed  at  length  the  possibility  of  what  is  sometimes 
called  spot  redevelopment  for  the  project  area.    This  would  mean  clearing  out  the  worst 
buildings  (and  the  undesirable  occupants),  rehabilitating  certain  remaining  structures, 
as  recommended  in  Paragraph  4  above,  and  encouraging  the  construction  of  individual 
new  buildings  where  and  as  this  appeared  feasible.    The  reaction  to  this  proposal  is: 
why  has  this  not  already  happened,  if  it  is  possible?    The  answers  appear  to  be  that  land 
cost  is  too  high  for  isolated,  small-scale,  new  development;  the  present  undesirable 
nature  of  the  area  would  not  change  rapidly  enough  with  this  method  of  renewal;  and  even 
rehabilitation  would  increase  rentals  to  a  point  where  many  present  occupants  could  not 
afford  them.    The  committee  concludes  that  some  public  action  is  needed  to  provide  a 
major  spur  or  stimulus,  along  with  normal  private  activities,  to  begin  redevelopment  of 
the  area. 

6.   Recognizing  that  the  Project  Plan  does  in  fact  indicate  a  spur,  or  spurs,  for 
redevelopment  of  the  area,  the  committee  examined  the  following  land  uses  suggested 
in  the  Project  Plan: 

Underground  parking 

A  sports-convention  arena 

Commercial  office  building  space 

Theatres 

The  museum 

A  home  for  elderly  men 

A  service-commercial  area 
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The  questions  studied  by  the  committee  were  those  of  land  use.   The  manner  In  which 
the  suggested  facilities  are  arranged  In  the  plan  —  the  location  and  relationships  of 
the  land  uses  —  were  not  analyzed  or  criticized.   The  plan,  as  urban  design,  seems 
admirable. 

The  basic  findings  of  the  committee  with  regard  to  the  proposed  land  uses  are: 

A.  It  would  have  been  more  useful  and  more  wise  to  submit  to  the  community 
several  alternate  proposed  land  use  plans  rather  than  one  basic  plan  with  variations, 
which  presumably  must  be  accepted  or  rejected  by  citizens'  groups,  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency,  and  by  the  Mayor  and  Supervisors. 

B.  SPUR's  committee  cannot  approve  or  disapprove  the  total  "package"  proposed 
in  the  plan.  Some  of  the  land  use  proposals  seem  admirable  and  feasible;  others  appear 
to  be  questionable  or  ill-advised. 

The  committee  has  analyzed  the  major  elements  one  by  one,  as  follows: 

7     Parking  in  the  project  area  does  seem  necessary  and  feasible,  even  in  the 
present  undeveloped  situation.   Additional  parking  garages  on  the  perimeter  of  the  down- 
town area  were  part  of  the  City  Planning  Commission's  Downtown  Plan,  and  would  seem 
necessary  as  a  means  of  preventing  private  cars  from  clogging  the  North- of- Market  retail 
and  office  building  areas.    How  much  more  parking  would  be  generated  by  new  activities 
in  the  project  area  would  depend,  of  course,  on  the  nature  and  the  speed  of  redevelop- 
ment.   Since  parking  facilities  can  be  part  of  the  city's  contribution  to  redevelopment, 
there  is  a  tendency  in  all  commercial  redevelopment  schemes  to  find  land  uses  that 
justify  parking  by  generating  new  needs.    The  committee  feels  that  development  of  under- 
ground parking  facilities  with  building  above  them  is  a  laudable  land  use,  but  recommends 
that  their  nature  and  extent  be  coordinated  with  findings  of  the  traffic  study  now  under 
way  by  the  P.U.C.  ,  and  with  the  pending  downtown  parking  study. 

8.  The  Arena  proposed  for  the  area  seems  to  be  a  useful  and  necessary  facility, 
which  could  well  be  located  in  the  project  area.    San  Francisco,  according  to  experts 
in  this  field,  needs  coordinated  convention  display  space  —  perhaps  of  a  larger  size 
than  the  Project  Plan  indicates.    If  it  does  not  build  such  space  soon  it  will  lose  major 
conventions  to  other  cities.    Building  it  will  not  harm  the  use  of  existing  exhibit  areas. 
And  it  appears  that  this  location  would  be  at  least  as  good  as  any  other  that  might  be 
chosen.    The  Arena  could  well  be  the  spur  and  stimulus  needed  for  renewal  and  new  com- 
mercial growth  South  of  Market  Street.   The  committee  recommends  retention  of  the  Arena 
in  the  Project  Plan,  but  believes  that  a  competent  feasibility  study  should  be  made  of  the 
extent  and  type  of  facilities  required,  as  has  been  requested  by  the  Redevelopment  Director. 

9.  The  Plan  indicates  approximately  2,000,000  square  feet  of  new  high-rise 
office  space  in  the  project  area.    There  is  a  sharp  division  of  opinion  in  the  community  — 
among  city  officials  and  departments  as  well  as  realtors  and  developers,  about  the  ad- 
visability or  feasibility  of  this  part  of  the  proposal.    The  arguments  against  it  are  that 
new  office  building  construction  should  be  limited  to  the  present  "Downtown"  area  which 
still  has  land  that  could  be  developed  for  this  use;  that  there  is  already  under  construc- 
tion, in  planning,  or  contemplated,  enough  office  square  footage  to  fill  projected  needs 
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for  many  years;  that  a  different  use  from  that  in  the  commercial  North- of- Market  area 
should  be  found  for  a  redeveloping  South-of- Market  district.   The  arguments  in  its 
favor  are  that  Market  Street  is  an  arbitrary  division,  and  already  suffers  from  being  a 
border,  edge  street,  and  that  new  office  building  construction  could  go  as  logically 
toward  the  South  as  to  the  North  or  east  of  the  present  financial-commercial  area;  that 
the  proposed  new  construction  will  not  be  available  as  rentable  space  for  at  least  five 
years ,  and  by  then  there  will  again  be  an  active  market;  that  the  proposed  office 
buildings  are  intended  to  rent  to  service-type  businesses  (a  garment  center,  for  instance, 
is  contemplated;  showroom  space  of  many  kinds  might  be  included).   The  committee 
believes  that  it  will  be  difficult  to  make  this  distinction  in  type  of  office  space,  and 
doubts  that  rentals  in  high-rise  buildings  could  meet  the  financial  needs  of  a  large 
number  of  service-type  tenants.    There  is  the  further  disadvantage  that  the  slowly  dev- 
eloping additional  needs  for  office  space,  after  presently  planned  construction  is 
finished,  will  slow  up  the  entire  project  development  and  leave  unattractive  space  ad- 
joining the  Arena  or  other  facilities  that  could  be  built  sooner;  and  that  there  should 
indeed  be  encouraged  a  character  for  the  entire  South-of-Market  area  different  from  the 
Downtown  areas  to  the  north.    The  committee  questions  the  wisdom  of  indicating  this 
amount  of  new  office  building  space  in  the  project  area. 

10.  Several  new  theatres  are  indicated  in  the  Plan.    There  is  no  doubt  that  San 
Francisco  needs  new  commercial  theatre  space;  what  exists  is  most  inadequate,  and 
other  communities  in  the  Bay  Area  are  rapidly  filling  the  needs.    The  project  area  ap- 
pears to  be  a  perfectly  good  location  for  this  use,  but  perhaps  no  better  than  certain 
other  parts  of  the  city;  in  fact,  there  are  strong  arguments  for  keeping  the  theatre  section 
where  it  now  is.   If  the  Arena  were  built,  however,  theatres  and  ancillary  facilities  such 
as  restaurants  and  bars  would  be  reasonable  in  that  location.    The  great  advantage  to 
the  development  of  the  South  of  Market  district,  in  placing  them  there,  would  be  that 
activity  would  be  generated  in  the  evening,  and  the  entire  section  could  become  a  lively 
one.    The  committee  thinks  that  while  the  proposal  for  theatres  is  reasonable  in  con- 
junction with  the  Arena  proposal  (dependent,  of  course,  on  the  availability  and  willingness 
of  developers  to  construct  them),  this  question  should  be  studied  by  people  experienced 

in  theatre  business,  along  with  the  feasibility  of  the  Arena. 

11 .  The  San  Francisco  Museum  of  Art  is  shown  relocated  in  the  project  area,  in 
the  Project  Plan.   The  Museum  has,  in  fact,  been  suggested  as  a  desirable  ingredient 
in  numerous  other  project  plans.    There  is  no  question  that  the  Museum  needs  more 
suitable  and  better  located  quarters.   There  does  seem  to  be  a  question  as  to  whether  it 
should  be  located  near  its  source  of  local  patrons  and  visitors,  near  present  daytime 
activity,  near  other  cultural  facilities,  or  by  some  other  standards.   These  would  seem 
to  be  matters  for  the  Museum's  board  and  administration  to  decide,  and  the  committee 
felt  that  it  was  beyond  its  province  to  attempt  answers  to  them.   The  presence  or  absence 
of  the  Museum,  although  it  might  have  some  relationship  to  the  theatres  and  the  Arena, 
does  not  seem  to  be  a  major  factor  in  the  total  proposed  redevelopment. 

12.  Probably  because  questions  of  relocation  of  existing  occupants  are  always 
raised  in  a  redevelopment  program,  there  is  indicated  a  home  for  elderly  men  at  one  side 
of  the  project  area.   The  committee  recognizes  that  there  are  people  living  in  the  area  — 
many  besides  the  skid-row  inhabitants  —  who  will  have  to  be  relocated,  and  it  believes 
that  this  is  an  important  question.   However,  if  this  area  is  slated  for  commercial, 
entertainment,  and  exhibit  development,  it  does  not  seem  a  proper  place  for  rehousing 
the  worthy  indigent.   The  two  uses  are  almost  absurdly  divergent;  placing  them  together 
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might  harm  rather  than  help  each  use.   The  criteria  for  establishing  an  old  men's  home 
in  the  project  area  are  not  clear  to  the  committee;  rehousing  present  occupants  of  the 
area  elsewhere  should^  however,  be  of  major  concern  to  the  Agency. 

13.   At  the  southern  part  of  the  project  area,  a  sector  of  small  commercial- 
industrial  space  is  indicated.   This  would  presumably  replace  tne  usable  present  low-rent 
space  that  would  be  demolished  for  redevelopment.    It  is  not  clear  how  this  would  be 
financed  or  offered  for  rent.    The  committee  applauds  this  suggestion,  and  wishes  that 
it  could  be  further  developed  and  elucidated  for  evaluation. 

Conclusion, 

To  summarize  the  \3  paragraphs  above: 

The  project  area  needs  redevelopment,  but  the  renewal  of  this  small  sector  should 
be  related  to  a  plan  for  growth  and  development  of  the  entire  South- of- Market  area. 
Ideally,  the  present  character  of  the  area  (small,  service  businesses)  should  be  retained 
and  assisted;  renewal  will  not  happen  of  itself,  however,  but  wil'  require  some  major 
stimulus.    If  it  is  desired  that  small,  low-rent  paying  enterprises  be  kept  in  the  area, 
there  will  be  need  of  some  form  of  rent  subsidy  or  some  nifthod  of  helping  owner-occupants 
rehabilitate  a  portion  of  the  existing  structures. 

More  than  one  plan  for  redevelopment  might  have  been  proposed  to  the  community 
for  discussion,  and  several  alternate,  differing  land-use  plans  would  have  been  desirable 
for  consideration.   Only  one  plan,  with  variations,  has  been  presented  and  it  cannot  be 
totally  approved  or  disapproved ^    Some  of  its  proposals  seem  admiraile,  some  questionable. 
Of  the  specific  proposals: 

Parking  seems  necessary;  how  much  is  not  known. 

The  Arena  seems  an  excellent  suggestion;  how  large,  or  with  wiat  facilities, 
needs  to  be  studied. 

The  office  building  space  seems  questionable.    Some  space  for -ervice- type  office 
use  would  be  desirable;  the  amount  of  high-rise  construction  indcated  might 
dissipate  present  plans  for  other  areas  and  slow  up  the  redevelament  process 
in  the  project  area. 

Theatres  might  well  go  in  the  area  with  the  /irena;  their  feasibilit-,  however, 
should  also  be  studied  by  experts. 

The  Museum's  location  should  be  left  for  that  body's  board  to  decde,  and 
should  not  be  considered  an  Indlspensible  part  of  the  Project  Plan. 

The  indicated  home  for  elderly  indigent  men  should  be  removed  fron  he  Project, 
if  other  proposed  uses  are  retained. 

The  indicated  development  of  new  commercial-industrial  space  shculc  be  further 
developed  and  explained. 


Ill 
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Finally,  the  committee  must  make  the  comment  that  is  basic  to  appraisal  of 
any  planning  move  in  San  Francisco  at  this  time:   nothing  should  be  planned  as  an 
isolated,  separate  project.  All  of  the  various  individual  plans,  projects,  studies,  re- 
ports, should  be  brought  together  in  a  reappraisal  of  the  city's  Master  Plan,  and  related 
to  one  overall  program  for  development,  redevelopment,  housing,  commercial  and 
industrial  growth,  and  traffic  movement.   Without  this,  no  worthy  move  such  as  the 
Yerba  Buena  Project  can  possibly  be  evaluated  in  meaningful  terms. 


I 


I 


II 


October  15,  1964 


Mr.  John  E.  Hirten,  Jr. 

Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  Planning  and 

Urban  Renewal  Association 

126  Post  Street 

San  Franc is CO;  California 

Dear  Mr.  Hirten: 

Reference  is  made  to  the  Report  of  SPUR's  South  of  Market  Cornmlttee 
which  we  received  several  weeks  ago. 

The  opinions  expressed  interest  us  very  much  because  they  appear  so 
substantially  to  affirm  the  direction  of  studies  under  way,  and  in 
effect  represent  the  first  written  comments  given  by  SPUR  after  its 
participation  in  several  planning  sessions  and  after  our  appearance 
before  the  Committee  making  the  Report. 

But  since  the  Report  in  essence  seeks  more  information  to  be  provided 
by  special  consultant  contracts  initiated  prior  to  the  availability 
of  the  Committee  Report,  we  would  like  to  suggest  two  alternative 

courses: 

1.  Withhold  endorsement  and  release  of  the  Report  until  it 

can  be  updated  with  the  findings  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency's 
consultants    and  what  the  stai*f  is  then  prepared  to 

recommend;  or 

2 .  Release  the  Report  but  make  a  part  of  the  release  our 
statement  attached. 

■Rie  interest  and  help  of  SPUR  are  greatly  appreciated. 


Attachment 
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COMMENTS  ON  SPUR'S  SOUTH  OF  MARKET  COMMITTEE  REPORT 


SPUR  Committee  Report 


Redevelopment  Agency  Comment 


"Bie  project  eirea  needs  redevelopment; 
spot  redevelopment  is  not  feasible. 


This  Is  consistent  vlth  Agency  thinking. 
There  Is  no  question  that  the  area  needs 
public  action  and  redevelopment.  Previous 
attempts  at  spot  redevelopment  have  failed 
completely.    The  most  noteworthy  failure 
vas  the  three -year  period  when  the  area 
was  free  of  any  blight  designation. 


The  renewal  of  the  project  area  should 
be  related  to  a  plan  for  growth  and 
development  of  the  entire  South  of  Market. 


Tills  Is  Ideal.    The  plan  proposal  Is  In 
general  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan 
and  the  Downtown  Plan  proposal.  In 
addition,  It  lies  within  the  boundaries 
of  the  Rapid  Transit  Corridor  Study,  Just 
approved  for  execution. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  Is  In  favor  of 
planning  on  the  maxlmxim  scale  possible, 
but  It  has  not  refrained  from  anticipating, 
Joining  or  responcPing  to  SPUR's  desire  to 
have  well  defined  areas,  such  as  A-2, 
Hunters  Point,  South  of  Market,  the 
northern  waterfront,  etc.  given  renewal 
treatment.    In  the  case  of  South  of  Market, 
SPUR  took  the  lead  in  encouraging  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  to  proceed  generally 
within  the  designated  aj-ea. 


Ttie  present  character  of  the  area 
(small,  service  businesses)  should  be 
retained  and  assisted. 


We  do  not  believe  that  it  Is  a  desirable 
objective  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco 
to  encourage  the  maintenance  of  dilapidated 
and  outmoded  structures  simply  because 
these  structures  are  often  available  at 
lower  rentals.    Furthermore,  we  believe  that 
it  is  inappropriate  to  encourage  open  parking 
lots  on  relatively  expensive  land  in  such 
close  proximity  to  San  Francisco's  dense 
downtown  district.    However,  the  tentative 
plan  facilitates  the  retention  of  basic 
business  services  in  the  area  genuinely 
needed  in  support  of  downtown  San  Fr^vcip^  ■ 


SPUR  Committee  Report 


Redevelopment  Agency  Coament 


More  than  one  plan  for  redevelopment 
might  have  been  presented  to  the  community 
for  discussion. 


The  Terba  Biiena  Center  plan  proposal  was 

developed  Jointly  over  a  period  of  tine 
by  the  planning  consultant  (Livingston  and 
Blayney) ,  the  economic  consultant 
(Roy  Wenzlick  Sb  Co.),  and  the  staff  of 
the  Redevelopment  Agency.    During  thi* 
period  of  time  numerous  meetings  vere  held 
and  a  number  of  possible  alternates  were 
considered.    It  is  our  belief  that  the 
Yerba  Buena  Center  plan  proposal  offers  the 
greatest  possibilities  for  successful  renewal 
within  a  reasonable  time. 


Parking  seems  necessary;  how  much  is 
not  known. 


Parking  is  essential.    Present  estimates 
based  upon  the  type  of  development  which 
Yerba  Buena  Center  may  reasonably  be 
expected  to  attract  would  require  parking 
in  excess  of  5,000  spaces.    The  final 
number  of  spaces  to  be  provided  will  depend 
upon  (a)  the  results  of  the  Downtown  Parking 
Study  which  we  have  endorsed  to  be  tmdertaken 
as  soon  as  possible;  (b)  the  results  of  our 
own  economic  studies  which  axe  now  \inder  way 
and  which  will  provide  detailed  information 
on  the  major  facilities  proposed;  and  (c) 
the  detailed  feasibility  study  for  each 
major  parking  facility  as  it  is  phased  into 
financing  and  construction. 


The  Arena  seems  an  excellent  s\jggestion; 
how  large,  or  with  what  facilities, 
needs  to  be  studied. 


We  agree.    The  size  and  type  of  facilities 
are  under  detailed  study  by  our  economic 
consultants.  Economic  Research  Associates, 
who  will  work  in  close  cooperation  with  the 
San  Francisco  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau. 
Tti±B  study  will  be  congileted  by  January  31, 
1965. 


The  office  building  space  seems 
questionable . 


)l# 


We  are  not  specifying  2,000,000  square  feet 
of  "office  space".    We  believe  that  the  area 
can  attract  up  to  2,000,000  sq\iare  feet  of 
"office  space".    Ttila  projection  is  relatively 
conservative  when  considered  in  terms  of  the 
fact  that  this  type  of  use  will  be  distributed 
over  an  area  of  39  net  acres . 


1^ 


SPUR  Copgnlttee  Report 


Redevelopment  Agency  Comment 

"Office  gpace"  as  prcfposed  for  Terba  Biiena 
Center  will  not  directly  con5>ete  vith  the 
hefiirt  of  the  central  "biislneBS  district  hut 
will  rather  coanplement  it  hy  providing 
adequate  space  for  supporting  service 
fiinctions.    laical  uses  could  incl\ide: 
coBoputer  centers,  office  furniture,  small 
wholesalers,  graphic  arts  services,  apparel 
marts,  engineering  firms,  business  schools, 
coamnuni  cat  ions  industries,  architects,  blue- 
printers,  social  and  professional  clubs, 
medical-dental,  display  producers,  business 
offices,  technical  laboratories,  retail, 
business  inachines,  and  the  hundreds  of  other 
uses  which  make  use  of  downtown  structures 
in  large  central  cities  such       San  Francisco. 


Since  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  proposal  was 
first  announced,  construction  has  commenced 
on  new  buildings.    For  this  reason,  we  have 
retained  the  Real  Estate  Research  Corporation 
to  make  an  independent  appraisal  of  the  land 
uses  proposed  for  Yerba  Buena  Center.  Their 
st"udy  will  of  course  include  a  reappraisal  of 
demand  for  the  types  of  "office  ixses"  detailed 
above . 


Theaters  might  well  go  in  the  area  with 
the  Arena;  their  feasibility,  however, 
should  also  be  studied  by  experts. 


Agreed.    The  economic  consultants  (Economic 
Research  Associates)  will  also  examine  in 
detail  the  economic  feasibility  of  the 
proposed  theaters,  their  size  requirements, 
and  possibilities  for  financing.  Con5)letion 
date,  January  31>  1965' 


The  Museum's  location  should  be  left  for 
that  body's  board  to  decide,  and  should 
not  be  considered  an  indispensable  peirt 
of  the  project  plan. 


We  agree.    Contrary  to  the  interpretations 
of  others,  the  San  Francisco  Museum  of  Art 
is  not  specified  as  a  part  of  the  Yerba  Buena 
Center  plan  proposal.    Although  we  would 
welcome  the  Nusetm  as  a  part  of  our  project, 
we  have  had  eaqpressions  of  interest  frco  other 
cultviral  euod  educational  institutions.  It 
should  be  pointed  out  that  the  IlliiBtrativs 
Site  Plana  represent  possible  \rrban  desl|pui 
which  could  be  accommodated  within  the  fruework 
of  the  Redevelq^nt  Plan.    Ibe  Illuatrative 
Site  Plans  %rlll  not  be  a  part  of  tlie  Official 
Redevelopment  Plan  if  and  when  approved  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Board  of 
Si^ervisors . 
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SPUR  Committee  Report 


Redevelopnent  Agency  Connaent 


The  Indicated  home  for  elderly,  indigent 
men  should  be  removed  from  the  project,  if 
other  proposed  uses  are  retained. 


Althou^  the  basic  plan  does  proride  for  a 
housing  for  single  men  facility,  the  flJ.t«mate 
plan  does  not.    However,  it  is  our  present 
intention  to  propose  this  facility  to  tfat 
San  Francisco  Board  of  S\;gpervi8ors  as  partial 
yet  positive  solution  to  the  provision  of 
suitable  housing  for  the  single,  lov-incoB» 
individuals  who  are  traditionally  residents  of 
San  Francisco's  downtown  area. 


Ill 


There  are  arguments  for  and  against  the 
establishment  of  such  a  facility  in  this  aurea. 
In  our  Judgment  at  this  time  the  elements  in 
favor  of  the  establishment  outweigh  those  in 
opposition.    The  Agency  does  not  literally 
require  such  a  facility  to  meet  its  legal 
relocation  obligations,  but  it  considers  that 
the  community  should  pay  serious  attention 
to  finding  new  solutions  to  rehousing  such 
individuals.    Until  the  community  seriously 
comes  forward  with  another  specific  site  which 
has  relative  proximity  to  downtown,  low  cost, 
a  modest  separation  from  conflicting  facilities, 
cmd  a  degree  o^  social  self-sufficiency,  the 
Agency  prefers  not  to  resolve  the  question 
by  proposing  vaguely  a  site  selection 
elsewhere . 


The  indicated  development  of  new 
commercial- industrial  space  should  be 
further  developed  and  explained. 


Ttie  potential  for  industrial  land  use  is 
also  under  study  by  the  Real  Estate  Research 
Corporation.    The  staff  of  the  Redevelqpment 
Agency  is  already  working  with  the 
San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce  on 
industrial  developuMsnt . 


San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
October  I5,  1964 
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To  extend  iiiul  amend  laws  relating  to  housing,  urban  renewal, ^nd  community 
facllitieB,  and  for  other  piiri>oses. 

Be  It  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repi-esentatives  oj^he 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  Tliat  tliis  Act  may  Housing  Act  of 
be  cited  as  the  "Housing  Act  of  196i''.  "  1964. 

TITLE  I— AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  NATIONAL  HOUSING 

ACT 

TTMF.  LIMIT   ON    FlIA    RKCOX  l'MENT   OF   TITI.F.   I    IXSURAXCK  PAYMENTS 

Sec.  101.  Section  2(g)  of  tlie  National  Housing  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "after  December  31,  1957,".  12 

MORTGAOE  IJMITS  FOR  llOMF^  UNWER  S>XTION  203  PROGR.AMS 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  203(b)(2)  of  the  National  Housing  Act  is  12  use  1709. 
amended   by   striking   out   "$25,000"',   "$27,500",   "$27,500",  and 
"$35,000"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$30,000",  "$32,500",  "$32,500", 
and  "$37,500",, respectively. 


REHABILJTATIOK   OF  PROPERTY   IN   URBAX   RENEWAL  ^REAS^ 

—Sjg^^jJJ.  Section  110(c)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  70  stat.  1097. 
addm^mmediately  after  and  below  paragraph  (7)  the  following  new 
paragraph : 

"Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  title,  no  contract  shall 
be  entered  into  for  any  loan  or  capital  grant  under  this  title  for  any 
project  which  provides  for  demolition  and  removal  of  buildings  and 
improvements  unless  the  Administrator  determines  that  the  objectives 
of  the  urban  renewal  plan  could  not  be  achieved  through  rehabilitation 
of  the  project  area." 


Sec.  104.  (a)  Section  204(a)  of  the  National  Housing  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  fourth  proviso  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  ":  And  provided  further,  That  with  respect 
to  any  mortgage  covering  a  one-,  two-,  three-,  or  four-family  resi- 
dence insured  under  this  Act,  if  the  Commissioner  finds,  after  notice 
of  default,  that  the  default  was  due  to  circumstances  beyond  the 
control  of  the  mortgagor,  he  may,  upon  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  he  may  prescribe,  (1)  approve  the  request  of  the  mortgagee  for 
an  extension  of  the  time  for  the  curing  of  the  default  and  of  the  time 
for  commencing  foreclosure  proceedings  or  for  otherwise  acquiring 
title  to  the  mortgaged  property  to  such  time  as  the  Commissioner 
may  determine  is  necessary  and  desirable  to  enable  the  mortga^r  to 
complete  the  mortgage  payments,  including  an  extension  of  time 
beyond  the  stated  maturity  of  the  mortgage,  and  in  the  event  of  a 
suDseqiient  foreclosure  or  acquisition  of  tne  property  by  other  means 
tlifi  Commissioner  is  authorized  to  include  in  the  debentures  an 

37-504  (458)— O 


73  Stat.  662. 
12  use  1710, 
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Attachment  A 

to  LPA  Letter  No 


SECTION  312,  HOUSING  ACT  OF  1964 
Public  Law  88-560 
(S.  3049) 

(78  Stat.  769,  790;  42  U.S.C.  1452b) 
[Rehabilitation  Loans] 

Sec.  312.  (a)  To  assist  reihabilitation  in  an  urfmn  renewal  area  and 
thereby  reduce  the  need  for  demolition  and  removal  of  structures,  the 
Housing  and  Home  Finance  Administrator  is  hereby  authorized,  through 
the  utilization  of  local  public  and  private  agencies  wnere  feasible,  to  make 
loans  as  herein  provided  to  the  owners  or  tenants  of  property  in  such  area 
to  finance  rehaibilitation  required  to  make  the  property  conform  to  ap- 
plicable code  requirements  or  to  carry  out  the  objectives  of  the  urban 
renewal  plan  for  the  area.  No  loan  shall  be  made  under  this  section  imless 
the  Administrator  finds  (1)  that  the  applicant  is  unable  to  secure  the 
necessary  funds  from  other  sources  upon  reasonable  terms  and  condi- 
tions, and  (2)  the  loan  is  an  acceptable  risk  taking  into  consideration  the 
need  for  the  rehabilitation,  the  security  available  for  the  loan,  and  the 
ability  of  the  applicant  to  repay  the  loan. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section —  Definitions 

(1)  the  term  "rehabilitation"  means  the  improvement  or  repair  of 
a  structure  or  facilities  in  connection  with  a  structure,  and  may  in- 
clude the  provision  of  such  sanitary  or  other  facilities  as  are  required 
by  applicable  codes  or  the  urban  renewal  plan  to  be  provided  by  the 
owner  or  tenant  of  the  property ; 

(2)  the  term  "urban  renewal  area"  means  a  slum  area  or  a  blighted, 
deteriorated,  or  deteriorating  area  as  defined  in  section  110(a)  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949; 

(3)  me  term  "tenant"  means  a  person  or  organization  who  is  occu- 
pymg  a  structure  under  a  lease  having  a  period  to  run  at  the  time  a 
rehabilitation  loan  is  made  under  this  section  of  not  less  than  the  term 
of  the  loan ;  and 

(4)  the  term  "Administrator"  means  the  Housing  and  Home  Fi- 
nance Administrator. 

(c)  A  reha;bilitation  loan  made  under  this  section  Shall  be  subject  to  Limitation* 
the  following  limitations : 

(1)  The  loan  shall  be  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be 
prescribed  by  the  Administrator. 

(2)  The  term  of  the  loan  may  not  exceed  twenty  years  or  three- fourths 
of  the  remaining  economic  life  of  the  structure  after  rehabilitation,  which- 
ever is  less. 

(3)  The  loan  shall  bear  interest  at  such  rate  as  the  Administrator  deter- 
mines to  be  appropriate  but  not  to  exceed  3  per  centum  per  annum  of  the 
amount  of  the  principal  outstanding  at  any  time,  and  the  Administrator 
may  prescribe  such  other  charges  as  he  finds  necessary,  including  service 
charges  and  appraisal,  infection,  and  other  fees. 

(4)  The  amount  of  the  loan  may  not  exceed — 

(A)  in  the  case  of  residential  property,  the  amoimt  of  a  loan  which 
could  be  insured  by  the  Federal  Housing  Commissioner  under  section 
220(h)  of  the  National  Housing  Act :  Provided,  That,  within  the  lim- 
itations otherwise  applicable  on  the  amount  of  a  loan  under  suc^h 
section,  the  loan  may  exceed  the  cost  of  rehabilitation  in  order  to 
include  an  amount  approved  by  the  Administrator  to  refinance  exist- 
ing indebtedness  secured  by  such  property  if  such  refinancing  is  nec- 
essary to  enable  the  applicant  to  amortize,  with  a  monthly  payment 
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of  not  more  than  20  per  centum  of  his  average  monthly  incmne,  such 
loan  and  any  other  indebtedness  secured  by  nis  property;  and 

(B)  in  the  case  of  nonresidential  property,  whicnever  of  the  fol- 
lowing is  the  least :  $50,000,  or  the  cost  of  rehabilitation,  or  an  amount 
which  when  added  to  any  outstanding  indebtedness  related  to  the 
property  securing  the  loan  creates  a  total  outstanding  indebtedness 
that  the  Administrator  detenninee  could  be  reasonably  secured  by  a 
first  mortgage  on  the  property. 
^5)  A  loan  shall  be  secured  as  determined  by  the  Administrator. 
Appr<9ricilion  (d)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  to  exceed  $50,000,000 

which  shall  constitute  a  revolving  rund  to  be  used  by  the  Administrator 
in  carrying  out  this  section. 

(e)  In  the  performance  of,  and  with  respect  to,  the  functions,  powers, 
and  duties  vested  in  him  by  this  section,  the  Administrator  shall  have  (in 
addition  to  any  authority  otherwise  vested  in  him)  the  functions,  powers, 
and  duties  set  forth  in  section  402  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1950  (except 
subsection  (c)(2)). 

(f)  The  Administrator  is  authorized  to  delegate  to  or  use  as  his  agent 
any  Federal  or  local  public  or  private  agency  or  organization  to  the  extent 
he  determines  appropriate  and  desirable  to  carry  out  the  objectives  of  this 
section  in  the  area  involved. 

(g)  The  Administrator  is  authorized  to  issue  such  rules  and  regulations 
and  impose  such  requirements  and  conditions  (in  addition  to  those  si>ec- 
ified  in  this  section)  as  he  determines  to  be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  objec- 
tives of  this  section,  including  limitations  on  the  amount  of  a  loan  and 
restrictions  on  the  use  of  the  property  involved. 

Approved  September  2, 1964. 


7.  Installation  of  public  plazas,  pedestrianways,  pedestrian  overpasses,  and 
other  necessary  site  improvements,  utilities,  and  facilities. 

8.  Formulation  and  administration  of  rules  and  regulations  for  owner  partici- 

9.  Formulation  and  administration  of  Adfc^^g««*««i»i*«*WWHrt?T^TJfe^5f?9!5?  to 

persons  who  are  engaged  in  business 

business  within  the  redeveloped  area.^^^^  ^   ^  j      _  ^ 

10.  Sale  or  lease  of  all  land  acquired  by  The  Agency  for  revise  In  accordance  ^ 
with  the  Plan  and  such  additional  con^j^yl^^  ^^may  ^^Ijj^^p^^^^^j^^^^^^ 
Agency  in  any  manner  authorized  by  Ij^  ^^p^^^"^ ^"^^^^  th^Q^g^^j^^^^^ 

of  redevelopment, 

II    PROJECT  PLAN 


The  objectives  of  the  actions  proposed  by  the  Plan  are  to: 

1.  Provide  the  framework  within  which  restoration  of  the  economic  and  social 
health  of  the  Project  and  its  environs  will  be  accomplished  by  private 
actions. 

2.  To  assist  in  the  suitable  re-establishment  within  and  without  the  Project 
Area  of  businesses  and  institutions  which  will  be  displaced  by  the  Project 
and  to  provide  adequate  housing  opportunities  for  families  and  single 
individuals. 

3.  Guide  development  towards  the  production  of  satisfying  environment  preserv- 
.  ing  and  enhancing  the  unique  aesthetic  and  cultural  qualities  of  the  city. 

4.  Stimulate  and  attract  private  investment,  thereby  improving  the  city's 
economic  health,  employment  opportunities,  and  the  tax  base. 


December  7,  1965 


REDEVELOPMENT  PLAN 
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HOUSING  AND  HOME  FINANCE  AGENCY 

URBAN  RENEWAL  ADMINISTRATION      •      Washington,  DC.  20410 


SUBJECT:    Housing  Act  of  I96U       Amendments  to  Title  I 


The  Housing  Act  of  I96U  (Public  Law  88-560)  was  approved  by  the 
President  on  September  2.    It  amends  Title  I  of  the  Housing  Act  of  19U9  in 
several  significant  respects.    Also  of  interest  to  LPA's  are  its  provisions 
authorizing  a  new  program  of  direct  Federal  loans  for  rehabilitation  in 
urban  renewal  areas  and  amending  basic  legislation  for  the  Urban  Renewal 
Demonstration  Grant  Program,  administered  by  URA,  and  for  programs  of  the 
Federal  Housing  Administration,  the  Public  Housing  Administration,  and  the 
Small  Business  Administration. 

Two  copies  of  the  Housing  Act  of  I96U  and  of  a  summary  of  its  provisions 
are  being  sent  to  each  LPA  under  separate  cover.    Additional  copies  of  the 
summary  may  be  purchased  from  the  Superintendent  of  Docxaments  for  15  cents. 
The  HHFA  document  Federal  Laws  —  Urban  Renewal  will  be  revised  to  reflect 
I96U  legislation,  and  one  copy  will  be  sent  to  each  LPA. 


I    ■     .'   :  ■- 


This  Letter  summarizes  the  amendments  to  Title  I  contained  la  the  I96U 
Act,  and  provides  preliminary  guidance  with  resp^ect^tojthem.    They  will  be 
"Tun^TSpl^men^eSTl^^uFsequenrTIPTTe^Ter^  Issuances, 
and  revised  forms.    In  the  interim,  if  specific  guidance  Is  needed,  the  LPA 
should  consult  the  HHFA  Regional  Office. 

An  existing  Contract  for  Loan  and  Grant  may  require  amendment  before 
the  LPA  can  take  advanteige  of  certain  of  the  196U  provisions,  as  discussed 
below  under  the  pertinent  headings. 

INCREASE  IM  GRAHT  AUTHORIZATION 

The  Title  I  grant  authorization  has  been  increased  by  $725  million, 
from  $1+  billion  to  ^.12^  billion. 

CODE  ENFORCEMENT  PROGRAMS  IN  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREAS 

Section  llO(c)  of  Title  I  has  been  amended  to  authorize  a  new  type  of 
urban  renewal  project  consisting  entirely  or  substantially  of  a  program  of 
intensive  code  enforcement.    This  type  of  project  is  limited  to  areas  that 
are  basically  sound  but  v^ich,  principally  because  of  noncompliance  with 
the  housing  code  and  related  codes  of  the  community,  have  begun  to  show  signs 
of  deterioration  or  blight.    The  Agency  is  expected  to  exercise  its  discretion  as 
to  costs  and  to  limit  grant-in-aid  credit  for  expenditures  for  public  facilities 
for  code  enforcement  projects,  so  that  the  proportionate  amount  available  for 
grant-in-aid  credit  for  these  projects  is  similar  to  the  amount  of  grant-in-aid 
available  for  projects  involving  clearance  or  conservation. 

This  amendment  edso  permits  the  cost  of  code  enforcement  activities, 
such  as  the  preparation  of  violation  notices,  the  making  of  compliance 
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inspections  for  code  violations,  and  other  actions  which  are  a  part  of 
regular  municipal  code  enforcement  programs,  to  be  included  as  part  of  the 
eligible  cost  of  projects  involving  clearance  or  conservation.    A  Contract 
for  Loan  and  Grant  executed  prior  to  September  2,  I96U,  must  be  amended  before 
the  cost  of  code  enforcement  activities  can  be  included  as  part  of  project 
costs. 

The  carrying  out  of  a  code  enforcement  project  or  the  inclusion  of  code 
enforcement  costs  in  a  clearance  or  rehabilitation  project  may  not  be 
authorized,  however,  unless  the  commxmity  agrees  to  increase  its  total 
expenditures  for  code  enforcement  activities,  during  the  period  the  project 
is  under  a  Contract  for  Loan  and  Grant,  by  an  araovmt  equal  to  its  share  of 
the  project  costs  attributable  to  the  code  enforcement  activities  in  the 
project  area.    This  is  to  assure  that  a  community  wishing  to  receive  Federal 
aid  for  code  enforcement  activities  will  at  least  continue  its  present  level  of 
expenditures  for  code  enforcement  in  the  rest  of  the  community. 


pill 
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DETERMINATION  REQUIBED  FOR  PROJECTS 
IVOLVING  DEMOLITION  AND  REMOVAL 


Section  llO(c)  of  Title  I  has  been  amended  to  provide  that,_on__and  after 
Septembe^?^^5^na7?CTitrac^7orT!oai^!n^^ran^  be  executed  fore^*™ 

project  which  provides  for  the  demolition  and  removal  of  buildings  and 


improvements  unless  the'^?3m?nTs^ratordeteralnea  that  the  objective  3__of  the 
Urban  Renewal  Plan  could  not  be  achieved  through  rehabilitation  of  the  prelect 
area. 


The  resolution  of  the  LPA  governing  body  (submitted  with  Part  I  of  an 
Application  for  Loan  and  Grant)  and  the  resolution  of  the  local  governing 
body  (submitted  with  Part  II)  must  contain  a  similar  determination  if  the 
project  involves  the  clearance  of  any  buildings  or  impTOvements.    If  a  Part 
I  or  Part  II  was  previously  submitted  but  the  related  Contract  for  Loan  and 
Grant  was  not  executed  before  September  2.  196U.  the  LPA  will  be  advised  by 
the  HHFA  Regional  Office  as  to  any  further  information  required  In  connection 
with  the  required  determination  of  the  Administrator. 

Changes  in  the  suggested  forms  of  resolutions  to  reflect  this  requirement 
set  forth  in  the  attachment  to  this  Letter. 

RELOCATION  REQUIREMENTS 

Section  105(e)  of  Title  I  has  been  amended  to  require  that  there  be  a 
feasible  method  for  relocating  displaced  individuals,  as  well  as  families,  for  \y_ 
any  project  for  \ihich  a  Contract  for  Planning  Advance  for  surveys  and  plans  In  ; 
preparation  of  the  project  was  entered  into,  or  concurrence  in  the  undertaking  ^^^^ 
of  such  surveys  and  plans  was  given,  by  HHFA  oh  or  after  September  2,  19Sh, 
Chaiages  in  the  sviggested  forms  of  resolutions  submitted  with  various  applications 
reflecting  this  amendment  are  set  forth  In  the  attachment  to  this  Letter.  : 

f  ^ 

The  Administrator  Is  also  required  to  Issue  regulations  providing  for  p 
a  relocation  assistance  program  to  be  established  by  the  LPA  at  the  earliest  f4- 
practicable  time  for  each  urbcm  renewal  project.    The  program  will  determine     ^  : 
the  needs  of  displaced  families,  Individuals,  and  business  concerns  for  h  ^ 

relocation  assistance,  provide  information  and  assistance  to  aid  In  relocation  fj. 
end.  minimize  the  hardships  of  displacement,  and  eussure  the  necessary  coordlnatl 
of  relocation  activities  with  other  project  activities  and  related  governmental  M 
actions  in  the  community. 
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Of  related  interest  to  LPA's  are  the  following  amendments  to  the  Small 
Business  Act: 

1.  The  Small  Business  Administration  is  directed  to  provide,  at  the 
earliest  practicable  time,  assistance  and  information  for  the 
reestablishment  of  operations  of  smeQ.1  business  concerns  to  be 
displaced  from  Title  I  project  areas. 

2.  An  amendment  makes  it  clear  that  SBA  loans  for  small  business  concerns 
displaced  from  urbsm  renewal  areas  may  include  the  purchase  or 
construction  of  new  premises  even  though  the  concern  did  not  own  the 
premises  from  which  it  was  displaced. 

RELOCATION  PAYMEKTS 

The  Relocation  Payments  provisions  of  Title  I  have  been  amended  and 
restated  in  a  new  Section  llU,  replacing  the  former  Section  106(f).    No  payments, 
and  no  commitments  to  make  payments,  pursuant  to  any  of  these  amendments  shall 
be  made  by  the  LPA  until  the  revised  Regulations  Governing  Relocation  Payments 
and  related  instructions  have  been  issued. 

Following  is  a  summary  of  the  amendments: 

1.  In  addition  to  Relocation  Payments  for  moving  expenses  and  loss  of 
property  (which  are  not  changed  by  the  196U  Act),  a  rehousing  assistance 
payment  may  be  made  on  behalf  of  any  family,  or  an  individual  62  yeeLre 
of  age  or  over,  vrtio  is  displaced  on  or  after  January  27 >  196^,  and  who 
is  unable  to  secure  low- rent  public  housing.    The  rehousing  assistance 
payment  is  in  the  amoxmt,  not  to  exceed  $500,  \^ich,  vhen  added  to 

20  percent  of  the  annual  income  of  the  displaced  family  or  individual 
at  the  time  of  displacement,  equEils  the  average  rental  required,  for  a 
12-month  period,  for  a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling  of  modest 
standards  and  adequate  size.    URA  regulations  will  provide  that  these 
payments  may  be  made  only  to  those  vho  have  relocated  into  decent, 
safe,  and  sanitary  housing. 

2.  An  additional  payment  of  $1,500  is  authorized  to  a  private  business 
concern  with  average  annual  net  earnings  of  less  than  $10,000  which 
is  displaced  on  or  after  January  27,  196^,  and  which  is  not  part  of 
an  enterprise  having  establishments  outside  the  project  area.  The 
concern  must  have  been  doing  business  in  the  area  on  the  date  of 
approval  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  by  the  local  government  or  on  the 
date  of  its  approval  of  acquisition  of  real  property  under  the  early- 
land  acquisition  provisions  of  Section  102(a)  of  Title  I, 

3.  A  business  concern  which  is  not  being  displaced  from  a  project  area 
may  receive  a  Relocation  Payment  covering  actual  moving  expenses 
incurred  in   removing  its  outdoor  advertising  displays  from  the  area, 
if  it  is  required  to  do  so. 

U.    Relocation  grants  are  authorized  for  a  Title  I  contract  which  provides 
for  a  loan  but  not  a  capital  grant. 

5.    Regulations  governing  Relocation  Payments  are  required  to  include 

provisions  to  assure  that  payments  shall  be  made  as  promptly  as  possible. 

Amendment  of  a  Contract  for  Loan  and  Grant  executed  prior  to  September  2, 
I96U,  will  be  required  if  additional  grant  funds  are  needed  for  Relocation 
Payments  as  provided  in  the  new  Section  llU. 
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A  revision  of  the  suggested  form  of  resolution  of  LPA  governing  body 
(submitted  with  Part  II  of  an  Application  for  Loan  emd  Grant)  to  delete  a 
reference  to  the  former  Section  106(f)  is  set  forth  in  the  attachment  to  this  Letter 

DISPOSAL  OF  PROJECT  LAUD  FOR  MODERATE -IHCOME  HOUSING 

The  Section  107(b)  provisions  of  Title  I  authorizing  the  disposal  of  project 
property  for  development  of  new  or  rehabilitated  rental  or  cooperative  housing 
for  occupancy  by  moderate -income  families  (see  LPA  Letter  No.  2k'j)  have  been 
amended  and  redesignated  as  Section  107(a). 

The  amendment  authorizes  disposals  of  project  property  for  moderate -income 
housing  to  be  occupied  by  individuals,  aa  well  as  families.    Eligible  purchasers 
of  project  property  under  the  new  Section  107(a)  have  been  extended  to  include 
(l)  a  mortgagor  Mho  has  agreed,  with  a  private  nonprofit  coirporation  eligible 
for  a  mortgage  insured  under  Section  221(d)(3),  that  the  mortgagor  will  sell  the 
project  to  the  corporation  on  completion  at  the  actual  cost  of  the  project  as 
certified  to  the  Federal  Housing  Commissioner,  emd  (2)  any  other  mortgeigor 
approved  by  the  Federal  Housing  Commissioner  vinder  Section  221(d)(3).  These 
eligible  purchasers  are  in  addition  to  those  previously  authorized,  including 
limited  dividend  corporations,  nonprofit  corporations  or  associations,  cooperatives, 
and  certain  public  bodies  or  agencies.    All  purchasers  xmder  Section  107(a)  must 
be  regulated  under  Federal,  State,  or  local  law  by  a  State  or  politiceil  subdivision 
of  a  State,  or  agencies  thereof,  or  by  the  Federeil  Housing  Commissioner,  as  to 
rents,  charges,  emd  method  of  operation. 

DISPOSAL  OF  PROJECT  LAND  FOR  LOW-RENT  PUBLIC  HOUSING 

The  Section  107(a)  provisions  of  Title  I  authorizing  the  disposeLL  of  project 
land  for  use  as  a  site  for  a  low- rent  public  housing  project  (see  Urban  Renewal 
Manueil,  Section  lU-3-3)  have  been  amended  and  redesignated  as  Section  107(b), 

The  amendments  provide  that  the  fair  veilue  of  project  property  made  available 
for  low-rent  public  housing  is  the  price  at  \rtiich  the  property  would  be  made 
available  for  moderate- income  housing  under  the  revised  Section  107(a)  of  Title  I. 
The  amended  definition  of  fair  value  shall  apply  to  all  disposals  for  which 
the  disposition  contract  was  not  fully  executed  before  September  2,  196^. 
If  the  contract  was  executed  by  that  date  but  title  has  not  yet  been  conveyed, 
the  contract  may  be  amended  to  provide  for  a  price  in  accordance  with  the 
revised  Section  107(b).    A  Contract  for  Loan  and  Grant  executed  prior  to 
September  2,  I96U,  must  be  amended  before  the  revised  Section  107(b)  definition 
of  fair  vedue  can  be  applied  to  any  disposal  of  project  land  for  low-rent 
public  housing. 

ACQUISITION  AND  DEVELOPMENT  OF  AIR  RIGHTS  SITES 

Section  llO(c)  of  Title  I  has  been  amended  to  authorize  urban  renewal 
projects  for  air  rights  developments  to  be  used  in  providing  sites  for  low- income 
or  moderate -income  housing  and  related  facilities  and  uses. 

An  air  rights  project  can  be  underteUcen  in  an  eu:ea  which  is  not  itself  a 
slum,  blighted,  deteriorated,  or  deteriorating  area  if  it  consists  principally 
of  land  in  highways,  railway  or  subway  tracks,  bridge  or  tunnel  entrances,  or 
other  similar  facilities  \^ich  have  a  blighting  influence  on  the  surroiinding 
eurea.    Up  to  5  percent  of  the  amount  of  all  grants  authorized  to  be  contracted 
for  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1964  can  be  used  for  these 
projects . 
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An  air  rights  project,  as  well  eis  any  other  project,  may  now  include  the 
construction  of  foundations  emd  platforms  necesseiry  for  th«  provision  of  air 
rights  sites  for  low-  or  moderate -income  housing,  as  well  as  the  acquisition 
of  the  necessary  development  rights.   Payments  for  air  rights  over  streets, 
edleys,  and  other  public  rights-of-way  are  ineligible  as  Item  1  project  costs 
or  noncash  local  grants-in-aid. 

A  Contract  for  Loan  and  Grant  executed  prior  to  September  2,  I96U,  must  be 
amended  to  provide  for  project  costs  to  include  the  cost  of  construction  of  such 
foundations  emd  platforms. 

ACQUISITION  OF  PROPERTY  AFFECTED  BY  COAL  MIHE 
SUBSIDEHCE  OR  UNDERGROUWD  MIHE  FIRES 

Section  llO(e)  of  Title  I  has  been  amended  to  authorize  within  project 
costs  an  increase  in  the  acquisition  price  paid  by  the  LPA  for  project  property 
which  has  been  damaged  because  of  the  subsidence  or  collapse  of  underlying  coal 
mines,  or  vmderground  mine  fires.    These  amounts  are  in  addition  to  amounts 
otherwise  allowable  as  the  price  payable  to  the  owner  and  are  to  be  made  only  if 
the  LPA  acquires  the  property  from  an  individual,  family,  business  concern,  or 
nonprofit  organization  which  was  the  owner  of  the  property  at  the  time  the  damage 
first  occurred.    The  Increased  amount  will  equal  any  diminution  in  the  value  of 
the  property  ^ich  is  reasonably  attributable  to  the  damage  and  which  represents 
a  loss  for  which  the  owner  has  not  yet  received,  or  cannot  receive,  compensation 
from  other  sources. 

This  amendment  can  be  utilized  only  ^ere  State  or  local  law  authorizes 
expenditures  of  this  nature.    In  such  Jurisdictions,  the  amendment  may  be 
applied  to  existing  and  future  projects,  and  to  any  project  property  not  yet 
acquired, 

EXPANSION  OF  URBAN  RENEWAL  SERVICE 

The  Urban  Renewal  Service,  authorized  by  Section  lOl(d)  of  Title  I  to  be 
furnished  by  the  Agency,  has  been  expanded  to  include  technical  and  professional 
assistance  to  communities  for  planning  and  developing  self-help  programs,  such  as 
rehabilitation  projects  not  requiring  FedereO.  financl8Ll  assistance  and  self- 
liquidating  redevelopment  projects. 

PROJECT  FINANCING 

Pursuant  to  an  amendment  to  Section  llO(g)  of  Title  I,  any  contract  for  a 
Title  I  loan  or  eidvance  which  is  authorized  after  September  2,  196^,  will  provide 
for  a  single  interest  rate  to  apply  to  both  the  amount  originally  authorized  and 
to  any  additional  amounts  authorized  by  subsequent  amendments  to  the  contract. 
The  contract  will  also  provide  for  a  periodic  revision  of  the  interest  rate  at 
5-year  intervals,  based  on  the  going  Federal  rate  on  the  date  of  the  revision. 

If  any  loan  or  advance  contract  authorized  on  or  before  September  2,  I96U, 
is  authorized  to  be  amended  for  other  purposes  after  that  date,  the  amendment 
will  also  provide  for  Interest  rates  in  accordance  with  the  revised  Section  llO(g) 
provision  described  above. 

Sections  102(a)  and  llO(g)  of  Title  I  have  been  amended  to  authorize  a  single 
tejnporary  loan  contract  for  two  or  more  Title  I  projects  of  the  same  LPA.  LPA's 
will  be  advised  when  methods  of  implementing  this  provision  have  been  developed. 
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URBAN  RENEWAL  DEMONSTRATION  GRANT  PROGRAM 


Section  3lk  of  the  Housing  Act  of  195'*,  authorizing  the  Urban  Renewal 
Demonstration  Grant  Program,  has  been  amended  in  the  following  respects: 

1.  The  portion  of  the  Title  I  grcmt  authorization  that  may  be  used  for 
Section  31U  purposes  has  been  increased  from  $5  million  to  $10  million. 

2.  Section  31U  grants  may  be  made  to  pay  for  the  full  cost  of  writing  and 
publishing  reports,  summaries,  and  other  informational  material  on 
Section  31I+  activities  and  undertakings,  and  on  similar  activities 
and  undertakings  not  finemced  under  Section  31U. 

PROGRAM  OF  DIRECT  FEDERAL  LOANS  FOR 
REHABILITATION  IN  URBAN  REBWAL  AREAS 

Section  312  of  the  Housing  Act  of  I96U  authorizes  the  Administrator  to  make 
low- Interest  loans  to  owners  or  tenants  of  homes  or  business  property  in  urban 
renewal  areas  to  finance  the  rehabilitation  required  to  make  the  property  conform 
to  code  requirements  or  to  carry  out  the  objectives  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan,  in 
order  to  reduce  the  need  for  demolition  and  removal  of  structures  \diich  covild 
be  rehabilitated.    A  revolving  fund  of  up  to  $50  million  is  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  these  loans. 

A  loan  may  be  meuie  only  If  the  borrower  Is  unable  to  secure  the  necessary 
funds  from  other  sources  upon  reasonable  terms  and  conditions  and  if  the  loan 
is  an  acceptable  risk. 

The  interest  rate  on  a  loan  may  not  exceed  3  percent  and  the  maturity  may 
not  exceed  20  years  or  three-fourths  of  the  remaining  economic  life  of  the 
structure  after  its  rehabilitation,  whichever  is  less.    Subject  to  other 
limitations,  a  loan  cannot  exceed  $10,000  in  the  case  of  residentieQ.  property  or 
$50,000  in  the  case  of  business  property.    As  an  additional  aid  for  the  low-  or 
moderate-income  borrower,  a  loan  on  his  house  may  refinance  any  existing 
Indebtedness  against  the  property,  in  addition  to  financing  its  repair,  if 
reflneuiclng  is  necessary  to  keep  the  monthly  payments  on  the  Indebtedness  against 
the  property  within  20  percent  of  the  borrower's  monthly  income.    In  such  Instances, 
however,  the  $10,000  maximum  will  be  maintained. 

LPA's  will  be  advised  later  concerning  the  Section  312  provisions  of  the 
I96U  Act. 

CHANGES  IN  SUGGESTED  FORMS  OF  RESOLUTIONS 

The  attachment  to  this  Letter  sets  forth  changes  in  certain  suggested  forms 
of  resolutions  by  the  applicant  and  by  the  local  governing  body,  to  be  submitted 
with  various  applications. 


Attachment 


Attachment  to 
LPA  Letter  No.  30? 


REVISIONS  IN  SUGGESTED  FORMS  OF  RESOLUTIONS 
TO  REFLECT  I96U  LEGISLATION 


A.    REHABILITATION  DETERI-IINATION 


1,  Part  I,  Application  for  Loan  and  Grant 

Resolution  of  Applicant    (Urban  Renewal  Manual,  Section  U-2-1, 
Exhibit  Bj  Section  UU-2-2,  Exhibit  B)  " 

In  the  last  Whereas  clause,  substitute       and"  for  the  punctuation 
at  the  end,  and  add  the  folloxjinp;  clause: 

a.  If  clearance  is  the  sole  treatment  proposed: 

"VJHEREAS  the  objectives  of  the  Urban , Renewal  Plan  cannot 
be  achieved  through  rehabilitation  of  the  Project  area:" 

b.  If  both  clearance  and  rehabilitation  treatment  are  proposed: 

"WHEREAS  the  objectives  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  cannot 
be  achieved  through  more  extensive  rehabilitation  of  the 
Project  area:" 

2.  Part  II,  Application  for  Loan  and  Grant 

Resolution  of  Governing  Body  of  Locality    (Section  U-2-2, 
Exhibit  A;  Section  iiU-2-3,  E:)diibit  A) 

Insert  the  following  new  Paragraph  3  after  Paragraph  2,  and  renxunber 
the  succeeding  paragraphs  accordingly: 


a.  If  clearance  is  the  sole  treatment  proposed: 

"3.    That  it  is  hereby  found  and  determined  that  the 
objectives  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  cannot  be  achieved 
through  rehabilitation  of  tiie  Urban  Renewal  Area." 

b.  If  both  clearance  and  rehabilitation  treaitment  are 
proposed: 

"3»    That  it  is  hereby  found  and  determined  that  the 
objectives  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  cannot  be  achieved 
through  more  extensive  rehabilitation  of  the  Urban  Renewal 
Area. " 


I 


0^ 


-  2  - 


B.    RELOCATION  OF  INDIVIDUALS 


1.  Survey  and  Planning  Application 

Resolution  of  Applicant    (Urban  Renewal  Manual,  Section  U-1-1, 
E5diibit  B,  Par.  U(a);  Section  hU-^-l,  Exhibit  B,  Par.  2(d)) 

Resolution  of  Governing  Body  of  Locality    (Section  U-1-1, 

E3thibit  C,  Par.  U(a);  Section  lUi-2-1,  Exhibit  C,  Par.  2(d)) 

2.  Request  for  Concurrence  in  Planning  Three-Fourths  Grant  Project 
With  Limited  Project  Costs 

Resolution  of  Applicant    (Section  U-1-2,  E:3diibit  A,  Par.  U(a)) 
Resolution  of  Governing  Body  of  Locality    (Section  Ii-l-2, 

Exhibit  B,  Par.  li(a))  : 
Statement  of  Principal  Executive  Officer  of  Municipality  ! 

(Section  h-1-2,  Exhibit  C,  Par.  3(a)) 

*3«    Part  I,  Application  for  Loan  and  Grant 

Resolution  of  Applicant    (Section  U-2-1,  Exhibit  B,  2nd  Whereas  i 
clause;  Section  UU-2-2,  E:diibit  B,  2nd  Whereas  clause) 

-^h*    Part  II,  Application  for  Loan  and  Grant 

Resolution  of  Governing  Body  of  Locality    (Section  U-2-2, 

Exhibit  A,  7th  Whereas  clause  on  Page  3,  1st  Whereas  clause 
on  Page  h,  and  Par.  10;  Section  iUi-2-3,  Exhibit  A,  5th  &  Jth 
Whereas  clauses  on  Page  3,  and  Par.  7) 

5.    Request  for  Hi  A  Section  220  Certification  (Nonassisted  Project) 
Resolution  of  Governing  Body  of  Locality    (Section  U5-2-2, 
Exhibit  B,  1st  Whereas  clause  on  Page  3,  and  Par.  7) 

In  the  paragraphs  and  Whereas  clauses  listed  above,  delete  "families" 
wherever  it  appears  and  substitute  therefor  "individuals  and  families". 


C.    CITATION  TO  RELOCATION  PAYT-IENTS  PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  I 

Part  II,  Application  for  Loan  and  Grant 

Resolution  of  LPA  Governing  Body    (Urban  Renewal  Manual,  Secticffi 
U-2-2,  Exhibit  C,  2nd  Whereas  clause) 

Delete  "Section  106(f)  of". 


{.:. : 


-  II 


i 


The  change  is  applicable  only  to  a  project  for  which  a  Contract  for 
Planning  Advance  for  surveys  and  plans  in  preparation  of  the  project 
was  entered  into,  or  concurrence  in  the  undertaking  of  such  surveys  and 
plans  was  given,  by  HIFA  on  or  after  September  2,  196U. 
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RULES  OP  ORDER  FOR  TOE  CXWDUCT  OF  THE  PUBLIC  HKWHIO  OH  THE 
PROPOSED  YERM  BUERA  CENTER  RKDEVELOPMEUT  PROJECT  KSEk  D-1 


The  following  Rules  of  Order  governing  the  conduct  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency's 
Public  Hearing  regarding  the  adoption  of  a  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the 
Yerba  Buena  Center  Approved  Redevelopment  Project  Area  D-1  are  hereby  established 


T^T^Agejjg^^taJl^an^^jjjjygjj^^jyj^nff  the  entire  hearing t  will  be 
^ffro^ted^^^ompletethe  ir  presenta 

2.    A  transcript  is  being  made  of  the  proceedings  of  this  meeting.  Each 
person  speaking  must  give  his  name  and  address  and  also  the  name  and 
address  of  any  organization  he  represents  to  Mr.  M.  C.  Hermann,  the 
Agent^y  Secretary. 

All  speakers  must  use  the  microphone  provided  for  making  statements 
for  the  record. 

Those  persons  who  have  jjrepared  written  statements  are  requested  to 
leave  a  copy  witn  the  Agency  Secretary  for  inclusion  in  the  official 
records  of  this  public  hearing, 

3-    During  the  period  of  public  testimony^  the  speakers  will  be  called  in 
the  following  order: 

(a)  Individuals  and  representatives  of  organizations  who  wish  to 
speak  in  favor  of  the  adoption  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan. 

(b)  Individuals  and  representatives  of  organizations  who  wish  to 
speak  against  the  adoption  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan. 

h.    During  testimony  on  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan,  all  technical 

questions  on  the  Plan  itself  addressed  to  the  Agency  must  be  addressed 
to  the  Chairman. 


No  applause  or  audience  demonstration  will  be  permitted.    This  point  is 
emphasized  and  everyone  is  expected  to  cooperate. 

7-    Speakers  are  requested  to  avoid  undue  repetition  of  previous  statements. 
Endorsements  of  statements  made  by  previous  speakers  axe,  of  course, 

acceptable . 

8.    It  is  not  the  purpose  of  this  meeting  to  answer  questions  concerning 
individual  properties  nor  can  the  time  of  the  entire  group  assembled 
here  be  taken  for  that  purpose.    Questions  which  have  not  been  answered 
about  the  effect  of  the  proposed  Plan  on  individual  properties  must  be 
referred  to  the  Agency  staff  after  this  public  hearing  for  study  and  reply. 


Your  cooperation  in  observing  these  rules  will  be  greatly  appreciated. 


San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
August  IT.  1965 


Everett  Griffin 
Chairman 


.*rvii3  kmm  .mmi  oaaoioRH 
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OFFICERS 


LOUIS  J.  SILVER 
President 

PETER  SHIELDS 
Vice  President 

LEO  HONIG 
Secretary 

ED  BRESNAHAN 
Treasurer 


TRUSTEES 


WALTER  S.  JOHNSON 
GREGORY  HARRISON 
RUSSELL  KEIL 
DANTE  TOGNOLI 


lAMES  PURCELL 
MICHAEL  RIORDAN 
PETER  SHIELDS 
LOUIS  J.  SILVER 
GEORGE  HART 
CHARLES  L.  CONLAN 
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South  of  Market  Improvement  Association 


(A  non-profit  corporation) 
123  FOURTH  STREET 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94103 
EXbrook  2-6530  , 


Oct. 11, 1965. 


Mr.  By^rett  Qrlffin,  Chairman 

San  Francisco  RedaYelopoient  Agency 

525  Golden  Gate  Are. 

San  Francisco,  Calif*  94102 


Dear  Mr.  Griffin: 


Referring  to  the  Public  Hearing  on  the  proposed 
Yerba  Buena  Project  Area  0  held  on  August  24,1965 
before  the  San  rranoisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  and 
vrtiioh  was  put  over  for  a  pez*iod  of  60  days,  please 
advise  us  of  the  exact  date  of  the  continuanceTi 


SOUTH  OF  MARKET  (AREA  D)  PROPERTY  OWNERS: 
W\  that  is  necessary  for  the  redevelopment  agency  to  acquire  your  property  through  eminent  domain  is  that  you  remain  silent  and  do  nothing. 


I 
ill 


M.  Justin  Herman.  Execuiitc  Director 


SAN  FRANCISCO  {l£D£V£LOPMf NI  AGENCY 


5  2  5  GOLDEN  GATE  AVENUE  •  SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94102 


October  15,  1965 


John  F.  Shelley,  Mayor 

Everett  Griffin,  Chairman 
Walter  F.  Kaplan,  Vue  Chairman 
James  A.  Folger 
Lawrence  R.  Palacios 
Stephen  Walter 

UNDERHILL  3-7750 


Mr.  L.  J.  Silver,  President 

South  of  Market  Improvement  Association 

123  Fourth  Street 

San  Francisco,  California 

Dear  Mr.  Silver: 

The  following  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  October  11,  1965 
to  Everett  Griffin,  Chairman  of  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency. 

The  public  hearing  on  the  proposed  Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelop- 
ment Plan  which  opened  before  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency  on  August  24  was  closed  on  that  same  day  following  the 
conclusion  of  testimony. 

Although  the  public  hearing  was  closed  on  August  24,  a  period 
of  60  days  was  granted  to  permit  any  interested  individual  or 
group  to  submit  comments  in  writing  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 
This  time  extension  is  consistent  with  the  Redevelopment  Agency's 
general  policy  of  actively  soliciting  the  comments  and  suggestions 
of  interested  parties  on  proposed  plans  and  projects. 

Following  the  expiration  of  the  60-day  time  extension,  an  interval 
of  time  will  be  required  for  the  review  of  comnents  and  statements 
received.    After  the  review  of  written  comments,  a  meeting  of  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  will  be  heldjto  further  consider  the  proposed 
Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  TO  an.    As  yet  no  date  has  been 
set  for  this  meeting.    Howler,  .yotKWi  11  be  notified  of  this 
meeting  when  the  date  has  b\en 


R.  L.'Rumsey  fr 
Acting  Executive  Director 


) 
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Soiitli  of  Market  Improvement  Assoeiation 


I 


OFFICERS 

LOUIS  J.  SILVER 
President 

PETER  SHIELDS 
Vice  President 

LEO  HONIG 
Secretary 

ED  BRESNAHAN 
Treasurer 


TRUSTEES 

WALTER  S.  JOHNSON 
GREGORY  HARRISON 
RUSSELL  KEIL 
DANTE  TOGNOLI 
JAMES  PURCELL 
MICHAEL  RIORDAN 
PETER  SHIELDS 
LOUIS  J.  SILVER 
GEORGE  HART 
CHARLES  L.  CONLAN 


(A  non-profif  corporation) 
123  FOURTH  STREET 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94103 
EXbrook  2-6530 

October  27,  1965. 

Mr.  Everett  Griffin,  Chairman 
San  Francisco  Redevelopnient  Agencj'' 
525  Golden  Gate  Ave. 
San  Francisco,  Calif.  94102 

Re;     Yerba  Buena  Pro.iect. 

Dear  Mr.  Griffin: 

On  October  11  I  wrote  you  requesting  the  continuance  date 
of  the  public  hearing  held  on  August  24,  I965. 

On  October  15  reply  was  made  by  Mr.  Rurasey  stating  that 
the  public  hearing  was  closed  and  that  conunents  in  writing 
only  could  be  submitted. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  members  of  the  South  of  Market  Improve- 
ment Association  held  on  October  21st,  it  was  unanimously 
voted  to  write  you  again  ^oreques^thatvguconti^ 

notify^Tt^^^CTersnr^^TTTT^n^Q^^he^^^^^sT^TorTT^^^ 


I  call  to  your  attention  that  the  two  leading  opposing  groups, 
the  Associated  Investors  and  the  South  of  Market  Improvement 
Association,  did  not  receive  copies  of  the  Proposed  Plan  until 
three  and  four  days  respectively  before  the  hearing  date. 

The  Plan  is  dated  July  20,  I965  but  was  not  made  available  to 
the  opponents  until  August  19  and  August  20  and  I  think  you 
will  agree  that  a  few  days  time  to  oppose  a  Plan  which  took 
4  years  to  prepare  is  certainly  unfair  to  the  opposing  side. 

What  we  are  saying  is  that  it  was  the  responsibility  of  the 
Agency  to  give  opponents  copies  of  the  Plan  at  least  thirty 
days  prior  to  the  public  hearing  and  the  Agency  failed  to 
do  this.    Additionally  a  copy  of  the  Pla.n  is  contained  in  the 
Part  I  Application  to  the  H.H.F.A.  dated  December  1,  I965, 
nine  months  before  we  were  given  copies. 

Therefore  we  now  make  demand  that  you  continue  the  August  24 
hearing  as  an  open,  public  hearing,  or  state  the  reasons  for 
the  refusal. 

Yours /Truly, 
South  of  Market  Ipipf'oyement Association 

by:         , -  ^"^V'  r 

CC  to:  y^  .^" 


Mayor  Shelley 


^  y-y^y^^^',  J.  Silver,  President. 


SOUTH  OF  MARKET  (ARfAD)  PROPERTY  OWNERS:  , 
All  tfiat  is  necessary  for  ttie  redevelopment  agency  to  acquire  your  property  through  eminent  domain  is  that  you  remain  silent  and  do  nothing. 


■  i  ^ 

M.  Justin  Herman.  Execirtit  i-  Director 


SAN  FRANCISCO  RfDfVUOPMENT  AGENCY 


525  GOLDEN  GATE  AVENUE  •  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94102 


Noveniber  k,  1965 


Mr.  L.  J.  Silver,  President 

South  of  Market  Inprovement  Association 

123  Fourth  Street 

San  Francisco,  California 

Dear  Mr.  Silvers 


John  F.  Shelley,  Mayor 

Everett  Griffin,  Chairman 
Walter  F.  Kaplan,  Vice  Chairman 
James  A.  Folger 
Lawrence  R.  Palacios 
Stephen  Walter 

UNDERHILL  3-7750 


This  responds  to  jrour  letter  of  October  27»  19^5  requesting 
that  the  Agency  public  hearing  of  August  24,  1965  on  the 
proposed  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan  be  reopened 
and  extended. 


As  Acting  Ebcecutive  Director  Robert  L.  Rumsey  stated  in  his 
letter  to  you  of  October  5>  19^5  the  public  hearing  on  the 
proposed  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan  which  opened 
before  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  on  October  2h 
was  closed  on  that  same  day  following  the  appearance  of  the 
last  witness  who  had  Indicated  an  interest  in  speaking.  The 
Members  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  voted  unanimously  to  close 
the  hearing  Inmediately  following  the  approval  of  a  motion  to 
grant  Mr.  Gregory  Harrison  or  any  other  person  or  group  a 
period  of  60  days  within  which  to  submit  any  comments  in 
writing  to  the  Agency. 


On  July  27,  1965  an  official  notice  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center 
hearing  was  sent  to  every  property  owner  listed  on  a  certified 
copy  of  the  equalized  assessment  roll  for  the  years  196^4-1965. 
This  notification  included  a  statement  Indicating  that  a  copy 
of  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  was  available  for  public 
inspection  in  the  offices  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency.  Hie 
same  notice  was  published  in  the  San  Francisco  Examiner  on 
July  2k,  July  31?  August  T?  and  August  ik,  I965.    To  siipplement 
this  legal  notice  a  one-page  information  release  was  mailed 
to  property  owners,  businesses,  and  cammmlty  leaders  on 
July  20,  1965  informing  them  that  the  date  of  the  public  hearing 
on  Yerba  Buena  Center  had  been  set. 


il  1  h  A  d 


SAN  FRANCISCO  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 


Mr.  L.  J.  Silver 


-2- 


November  h,  I965 


Since  the  first  public  announcement  in  February  196k,  the 
Yerba  Buena  Center  Plan  proposal  has  been  extensively  discussed 
within  the  conraunity.    In  addition,  literally  hundreds  of 
discussions  with  property  owners,  businessmen,  and  residents 
have  been  held  with  staff  members  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 
Over  the  past  year  and  one -half  the  staff  of  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  has  held  many  discussions  with  you  and  has  made  every 
effort  to  accommodate  your  requests  for  general  and  technical 
information  on  Yerba  Buena  Center. 

It  would  appear  that  the  notification  of  property  owners, 
businessmen,  and  the  community  at  large  has  gone  well  beyond 
the  requirements  of  the  law.    It  would  appear  also  that,  since 
the  announcement  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  proposal  early  in 
196^,  there  has  been  ample  opportunity  for  discussion  and 
debate  within  the  community.    For  these  reasons  we  cannot  grant 
your  request  that  the  August  2k  public  hearing  be  extended. 

If  the  Members  of  the  Agency  approve  the  proposed  plan  on  the 
basis  of  testimony  received  during  the  August  2k  hearing  and 
subsequent  written  testimony  received  through  October  2^,  the 
plan  will  be  transmitted  to  the  Board  of  Siipervisors  where  an 
additional  public  hearing  will  be  conducted.    This  public 
hearing  will  afford  all  opponents  and  proponents  of  the  plan 
another  opportunity  to  express  their  views. 


Sincerely, 


Everett  Griffin 
Chairman 


cc:    Honorable  John  F.  Shelley 

Mayor,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


REPORT  ON  MINORITY  GROUP  CONSIDERATIONS 

Submitted  by  S,  F,  Redevelopment  Agency  to  the  HHFA 
Dec.  1.  1964,  in  Part  I,  Application  for  Loan  and 
Grant  (Section  R  215  -  pages  1  and  2)  for  Yerba  Buena 
Project,  South  of  Market  Area  D. 

There  are  253  families  resident  in  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevel- 
opment Area.  Of  these,  I50  are  classified  as  non-white. 
Since  the  Area  is  scheduled  for  redevelopment  almost  exclusively 
in  business,  commercial  and  light  industrial  uses,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  a  portion  in  the  southwest  corner  of  the  Area  which  is  set 
aside  for  a  housing  complex  for  single  men,  no  housing  is  expected 
to  be  available  to  families  within  the  project  Area. 

However,  the  moderate-priced  private  housing  proposed  for  development 
in  Western  Addition  Area  2  and  Diaraong  Heights  —  1,^70  units  —  will 
actually  increase  the  supply  of  standard  housing  available  at  moder- 
ate costs  to  families  on  an  open  occupancy  basis. 

Representative  leadership  of  the  minority  community  has  not  been 
consulted  on  this  project  because  of  the  events  v*iich  have  taken 
place  in  relation  to  the  Western  Addition  Area  2  Project.     No  objec- 
tions were  voiced  by  minority  group  leadership  at  the  time  of  sub- 
mittal of  the  Preliminary  Program  for  the  Rehousing  of  Residents- 
Western  Addition  Area  2.    As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  National  Associa- 
tion for  the  Advancement  of  Colored  People  offered  the  Agency  assis- 
tance in  helping  inform  the  Negro  community  of  the  plans  for  Area  2 
by  use  of  radio  time  on  their  regularly  scheduled  program.  Assis- 
tance of  the  membership  of  the  NAACP  Youth  Group  was  also  offered 
for  making  perconal  contacts  with  residents  to  explain  the  plans. 


f 


III 


However,  in  the  sweep  of  national  concern  for  the  improvement  of 
rights  and  opportunities  of  minority  group  citizens,  the  leader- 
ship of  local  civil  rights  groups  has  been  alerted  to  take  a 
strong  position  in  opposition  to  urban  renewal.  Consequently, 
civil  rights  leaders  in  San  Francisco  have  subsequently  taken  a 
militant  stand  in  opposition  to  the  redevelopment  of  Western  Addi- 
tion Area  2,  particularly  with  reference  to  the  Relocation  Program. 

Following  the  Agency  Public  Hearing  on  the  Area  2  Plan  in  April 
of  this  year  a  number  of  suggestions  were  made  by  individuals  and 
groups,  including  the  Mayor  of  San  F rancisco* s  Housing  Program 
which  recommended  supplementary  City  aids  to  the  families  and 
individuals  to  be  displaced.    As  a  result  of  these  programs,  the 
additional  relocation  aids  made  available  through  the  passage  of 
the  Federal  Housing  Act  of  19^4,  and  the  guarantees  made  by  the 
Agency  to  minority  groups  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Public 
Hearing  on  the  Area  2  Plan  in  September  of  this  year,  some  of 
the  opposition  has  diminished. 

However,  due  in  part  to  the  unanimous  approval  given  the  Area  2 
Plan  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  there  has  been  a  division  in 
the  leadership  of  the  NAACP  and  the  United  Freedom  Movement  that 
makes  it  difficult  to  approach  minority  leaders  at  this  time. 
For  this  reason  the  Redevelopment  Agency  believes  that  it  is 
inappropriate  to  submit  the  Relocation  Program  for  Yerba  Buena 
Center  for  consideration  by  these  groups  presently.  Between 
submission  of  Part  I  and  Part  II  of  the  Loan  and  Grant  Application 
will  be  a  more  appropriate  time. 
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ROOM  301  •  UNdarhlll  3-7011 

2940  ■  16th  St.,  SAN  FRANCISCO  94103 


PRESIDENT 

JOSEPH  BELARDI 
Cooks,  No.  44 

VICE-PRESIDENT 

TIMOTHY  J.  TWOMEY 
Hospital  *  Institutional  Workers, 
No.  250 

Send  All  Communications  to 
SECRETARY-TREASURER 
GEORGE  W.JOHNS 
2940  -  Uth  Streat 
San  Francisco,  Calif.  94103 
• 

EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE 
Meets  each  Tuesday  at  10  a.m. 

CHRIS  AMADIO 
Production  Machinists,  No.  1327 

ROBERT  CALLAHAN 
Fire  Fighters,  No.  798 

GEORGE  COREY 
Bartenders,  No.  41 

ROBERT  COSTELLO 
Plumbers  &  Pipe  Fitters,  No.  38 

JOHN  CROWLEY 
Professional  Embalmers,  No.  9049 

HERMAN  EIMERS 
Building  Service  Employes,  No.  87 

CLAUDE  JINKERSON 
Retail  Clerks,  No.  648 

EDWARD  KEMMin 
Bakers,  No.  24 

CHARLES  "POP"  KENNEDY 
Musicians,  No.  6 

SAM  KRiPS 

Amalgamated  Clothing  Workers,  No.  42 

HARRY  LUMSDEN 
Shipyard  Laborers,  No.  886 

PHYLLIS  MITCHELL 
Office  &  Professional  Employees,  No.  3 

THOMAS  A.  ROTELL 
Molders,  No.  164 

FRED  STEFAN 
United  Furniture  Workers,  No.  262 

TIMOTHY  J.  TWOMEY 
Hospital  &  Institutional  Workers, 
No.  250 

F.  J.  VAN  DER  LEITH 
Operating  Engineers,  No.  39 

ED  WILSON 
Sailors  Union  of  the  Pacific 

TRUSTEES 

JAMES  CROSS 
PETER  LALLAS 
ERICH  RANDIG 
• 

AFFILIATIONS 

AMERICAN  FEDERATION 
OF  LABOR  AND 
CONGRESS  OF  INDUSTRIAL 
ORGANIZATIONS 

CALIFORNIA 
LABOR  FEDERATION 
• 

Meetings  each  Friday  except 
the  4th  Friday  of  the  month 
at  8  p.m.  at 
S.F.  Labor  Temple 


REDEVELOPMENT  AND  JOBS 

Only  a  concerned  and  responsive  leadership  can  prevent  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Redevelopment  Agency  from  putting  its  bulldozers  to  work  again. 
Their  current  target  is  the  Yerba  Buena  project.  In  this  87  acre  area 
South  of  Market  Street,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  its  director,  Justin 
Herman,  are  planning  to  demolish,  per  usual,  whatever  happens  to  be  in 
their  way.  Skid  row  and  broken  bottles  are  presumably  the  targets.  And 
the  area  certainly  has  more  than  its  share  of  both.  But  the  Agency's  pro- 
posed sweep  up  includes  a  great  deal  more  .  .  .  namely,  housing  and  jobs. 
Just  about  every  home  and  hotel  in  Yerba  Buena  is  scheduled  for  clearance. 
Two  minority  groups,  Negro  families  and  the  Aged  will  be  the  more  promi- 
nent victims  of  a  massive  eviction. 

But  hundreds  of  industrial  and  commercial  businesses  will  face  the 
demolition  ball.  More  than  5000  jobs  will  directly  and  indirectly  be  cleared 
out  of  the  area. 

After  studying  the  progress  to  date  of  urban  redevelopment,  we  are 
beginning  to  wonder  about  the  Redevelopment  Agency.  Speculative  real 
estate  operators,  interested  in  such  modem  easy  profits  as  luxury  housing, 
seem  to  have  taken  over  the  planning  functions  of  our  City.  As  projects 
develop,  it  becomes  obvious  that  the  needs  of  people  become  secondary  to 
the  interests  of  the  speculators.  The  Agency's  accomplishments  seem  almos  j 
exclusively  directed  to  the  elimination  of  job  opportunities  and  low  income — 
housing  in  favor  of  the  profitable  development  of  luxury  housing. 

It  is  no  secret  that  unemployment  in  San  Francisco  is  much  too  high. 
The  present  version  of  urban  renewal  and  usual  tampering  with  and  elimina- 
tion of  industrial  sites  will  only  make  it  higher.  In  the  Yerba  Buena  area, 
about  2000  workers  are  employed  in  wholesale  and  retail  trades.  Another 
2000  engage  in  transportation  and  communication  services.  At  least  a 
thousand  workers  are  performing  services  ranging  from  cleaning  a  hotel 
room  to  repairing  a  machine  or  car.  Add  to  these  another  thousand  workers 
in  manufacturing  activities,  (i.e.,  printing,  apparel,  wood,  paper  and  plastic 
products)  and  the  potential  job  loss  climbs  even  higher.  In  the  printing 
industry  alone,  where  about  800  workers  are  expected  to  lose  their  jobs 
as  the  result  of  the  recent  newspaper  merger,  the  impending  redevelopment 
program  in  Yerba  Buena  will  add  hundreds  more  to  the  unemployment  roll. 
And  all  this  at  a  time  when  thousands  of  San  Franciscans  are  desperately 
in  need  of  jobs. 

Temporary  construction  jobs  through  the  impending  urban  renewal 
project  will  offer  little  solace  to  blue  collar  workers  who  lose  their  pei-ma- 
nent  positions.  On  the  other  hand,  rehabilitation  and  conservation  programs 
for  Yerba  Buena  along  lines  which  are  compatible  with  light  industrial  use 
would  offer  employment  to  workers  in  both  construction  and  non-construc- 
tion industries. 

But  this  alternative  does  not  fit  in  with  present  plans.  The  Agency's 
proposal  to  relocate  industry  now  in  Yearba  Buena  elsewhere  in  San  Fran- 
cisco is  unrealistic  and  anyone  familiar  with  urban  renewal  in  this  City 
certainly  knows  better.  For  one  thing,  many  of  these  business  establish- 
ments  depend  upon  their  present  locations.  Hundreds  of  retail  stores,  f(  J 
example,  have  developed  a  clientele  over  a  period  of  yeai-s  which  they-^ 
cannot  carry  with  them  wherever  they  go.  Certainly,  many  of  them  will 
be  forced  out  of  business  if  they  are  pushed  out  of  Yerba  Buena.  In  addition 
to  retail  outlets,  there  are  various  firms  which  service  the  downtown  area, 
making  their  present  location  strategic. 


The  rent  problem  is  another  factor  which  makes 
such  a  relocation  program  more  complex  than  the 
agency  suggests.  Low  rent  areas  in  San  Francisco 
are  becoming  more  difficult  to  find,  a  problem  to 
which  the  redevelopment  agency  has  contributed. 

'  Wf  Many  businesses  in  the  Yerba  Buena  area,  as  else- 
where in  South  of  Market,  operate  on  low  profit  mar- 
gins. In  Yerba  Buena  the  rents  are  reasonable.  If 
forced  to  leave  the  area,  many  establishments  will 
either  pack  their  bags  and  leave  the  city,  or  simply 
fold  up.  For  these  reasons,  low  rent  and  the  right 
location,  industries  in  the  Yerba  Buena  area  would 
like  to  remain  where  they  are.  We  are  not  surprised 
to  discover  that  according  to  the  Agency's  own  sur- 
vey in  Yerba  Buena,  90%  do  not  wish  to  leave. 

Though  these  relocation  problems  are  known,  they 
are  still  being  ignored.  In  the  Agency's  1964  annual 
report  reference  is  made  to  the  successful  relocation 
of  produce  firms  from  the  Golden  Gateway  to  the 
Islais  Creek  area.  But  not  a  word  is  mentioned  about 
the  large  number  of  produce  firms  that  left  San  Fran- 
cisco altogether.  Now  in  the  Golden  Gateway,  half- 
empty,  high  rise  luxury  buildings  replace  the  pro- 
duce industry.  In  order  to  fill  vacancies  in  their  two 
room  apartments,  the  owners  of  these  buildings  have 
actually  walled  off  bedrooms,  and  converted  the  re- 
maining living  rooms  into  studio  apartments.  The 
apartments  can  then  be  rented  for  about  $100  less 
per  month.  The  walled  off,  unused  bedrooms  are  the 
penalty  the  builders  are  paying  in  order  to  avoid 
antagonizing  other  tenants  with  two  room  apart- 
ments who  had  been  willing  to  pay  the  original  high- 
er rent.  Yet,  according  to  the  annual  report  of  the 

^^^gency  "rentals  are  proceeding  well"  in  the  Golden 

l^fcateway  Redevelopment  Project. 

In  the  Golden  Gateway,  profitable  businesses  were 
replaced  by  a  losing  venture.  In  the  Yerba  Buena 
project,  residents  and  workers  will  be  thrown  out  of 
their  homes  and  jobs  in  favor  of  an  equally  question- 
able project.  The  agency  is  planning  to  build  a  sports 
arena-convention  hall  complex,  including  two  ga- 
rages. The  public  tab  will  amount  to  over  $34  million 
plus  service  charges.  And  with  an  attendance  esti- 
mated at  over  a  million  each  year,  the  Agency  figures 
only  60  employees  will  be  required.  Furthermore, 
according  to  the  agency's  own  consultants,  events  at 
the  sports  arena  will  merely  be  shifted  from  other 
existing  facilities  in  San  Francisco.  The  proposed 
convention  center  is  not  expected  to  add  more  than 
one  or  two  conventions  to  the  City's  current  schedule. 

Convention  halls  and  sports  arenas  have  their 
place.  But  the  loss  of  millions  of  square  feet  of  indus- 
trial space  can  only  extend  unemployment,  suffering 
and  poverty.  Then  what  do  we  do  with  Yerba  Buena  ? 
A  redevelopment  program  is  certainly  needed  there. 
However,  as  suggested  earlier,  a  rehabilitation  and 
conservation  program  makes  far  better  sense  than 
the  program  of  massive  clearance. 

The  Agency's  present  Director  shared  this  view 
not  too  long  ago.  And  he  was  aware  of  the  fantastic 
speculative  profits  inherent  in  a  change  of  zoning 
from  industrial  to  commercial  use.  But  real  estate 
r  85  peculators  came  along  with  their  own  notions  on  the 
o^'uture  of  Yerba  Buena.  One  investor  expressed  public 
interest  in  making  substantial  investments  in  office 


buildings  as  well  as  a  sports  arena.  In  fact,  he  wrote 
Mr.  Herman  that  his  organization  as  well  as  other 
affiliated  groups  were  "fully  prepared  to  make  sub- 
stantial investments  running  to  several  milUon  dol- 
lars" provided  that  "the  city  will  prepare  the  proper 
foundation."  The  concern  of  this  man  and  his  col- 
leagues about  the  future  of  Yerba  Buena  is  certainly 
paying  off.  The  interests  of  such  investors  have  be- 
come the  amended  official  policy  of  the  agency. 

Certain  politically  important  persons  consider  the 
clearance  program  in  Yerba  Buena  as  the  beginning 
of  the  redevelopment  of  1100  industrial  zoned  acres 
South  of  Market.  With  the  support  and  blessings  of 
the  agency,  they  are  ready  to  kick  industry  out  of 
San  Francisco.  We  wonder,  incidentally  if  such  per- 
sons have  thought  of  the  economic  effect  on  our 
people  when  they  propose  a  change  in  zoning  of  over 
a  hundred  acres  of  light  industrial  land  to  provide 
another  college  site  for  the  University  of  California. 

In  addition  to  the  many  workers  who  will  lose  their 
jobs,  we  wonder  if  the  policy  makers  of  this  City 
have  thought  of  the  social  and  economic  effect  on 
over  3,000  single  persons,  a  third  of  them  aged,  who 
will  be  displaced  in  the  area  without  realistic  provi- 
sion for  relocation.  Displacement  can  mean  higher 
rents  and  out  of  the  way  locations.  The  hardship  such 
conditions  will  impose  on  senior  citizens  is  obvious 
enough  to  anyone  still  sensitive  to  human  needs. 

The  redevelopment  agency  has  been  encouraging 
the  Public  Housing  Authority  to  consider  building  a 
300  unit  single-men  residence.  These  facilities  would 
not  be  available  exclusively  to  residents  of  Yerba 
Buena.  But  even  if  they  were,  only  10%  of  the  dis- 
placed single  persons  could  be  a<;commodated.  Per- 
haps more  important,  the  redevelopment  agency  in 
its  recent  original  report  to  the  federal  govern- 
ment, indicates  only  tentative  plans  to  develop  such 
facilities. 

In  addition  there  are  family  residents,  mostly  non- 
white,  who  will  be  pushed  around  like  minority 
groups  elsewhere  in  redevelopment  areas.  It  appears 
that  many  of  these  people  will  find  themselves  in 
the  same  sort  of  slum  housing  presently  found 
throughout  the  industrial  area. 

Yet  citizens  who  oppose  a  policy  of  rezoning  light 
industry  right  out  of  this  City  are  considered  "ob- 
structionists." Obstructionism,  in  fact,  has  generally 
become  a  dirty  word  for  anyone  bucking  the  policies 
of  the  redevelopment  agency.  But  isn't  it  the  agency 
that  is  really  obstructing?  Aren't  they  obstructing 
efforts  to  retain  industry  and  therefore  jobs  in  San 
Francisco  by  moving  away  from  the  preservation  and 
expansion  of  industrial  zoning  that  is  so  necessary 
if  we  are  to  maintain  the  economic  balance  of  this 
City  and  the  continuance  of  job  opportunities? 

What  they  are  not  obstructing  are  the  special  in- 
terests of  certain  groups.  The  Agency  and  Mr.  Her- 
man must  be  reminded  of  their  obligations  to  the  rest 
of  the  citizens  of  San  Francisco.  The  Yerba  Buena 
issue  is  a  good  place  to  start. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

George  W.  Johns,  Secretary 
San  Francisco  Labor  Council 
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December  30,  1965 


Mr.  James  S,  Kearney,  President 

San  Fr'^ncisco  City  Planning  Cornmission 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  California 


Dear  President  Kearney: 


SU3JECT:  Yerba  Buena 


In  a  recent  meeting  when  we  appeared  before  your  Com- 
mission, we  promised  to  present  further  information  on  the 
subject  of  relocation  of  industry,  single  persons  and  families. 
We  attach  herewith  a  presentation  by  Mr.  Harry  Brill  which  is 
pertinent. 

For  your  information  the  Labor  Council  has  been  very  con- 
cerned with  the  techniques  used  in  urban  redevelopment  and  the 
utilization  of  proper  planning  procedures  in  the  interest  of  the 
people  of  this  City.   We  have  noted  with  concern  the  lack  of 
prior  planning  of  adequate  relocation  programs  as  they  apply  to 
both  light  industry  and  to  people. 

We  estimate  we  have  had  to  face  the  loss  of  "i^ome  20,000 
job  opportunities  in  the  last  fifteen  years.    This,  at  a  time  when 
California  Unemployment  has  been  the  highest  in  the  nation  and 
large  groups  with  limited  skills  have  been  living  in  a  poverty 
situation  in  San  Francisco. 

A  result  of  previous  redevelopment  projects,  approved  over 
our  objection,  has  been  further  loss  of  job  opportunities  and  we 
have  reached  the  conclusion  that  every  square  foot  of  present 
industrial  >.oned  property  must  be  preserved  in  the  interest  of  our 
unemployec'  citizenry. 

We  feel  this  concern  should  be  shared  by  our  Planning 
Commission  in  accord  with  its  responsibilities.   We  urge  your 
Commission  in  the  interest  of  the  people  of  San  Francisco  to 
lend  its  utmost  efforts  toward  the  protection  and  utilization  of 
that  light  industrial  zoning  yet  remaining;  and  secondly,  to 
demand  adequate,  complete  and  practical  relocation  proposals 
prior  to  approval  of  any  further  redevelopment  projects. 


End  of  Page  I 
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It  is  alsc  important  tr  note  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
in  its  recent  December  28th  meeting,  by  taking  action  tc  re- 
scind the  ten  story  minimum  on  buildings  in  the  area,  practically 
pleaded  quilty  to  incompetency  in  prior  relocation  surveys.  By 
this  action,  its  previous  estimates  of  Jobs  v/ent  cut  the  window. 

We  urge  yuu  continue  to  withold  approval  ol  the  Redevelop- 
ment Agency's  proposal  of  Yerba  Buena^ 


GWJ/kat 

ope-3-af l-cio  (ll) 

CC:   Moycr  John  Shelley 

Members  of  Redevelopment  Agency 

embers  cf  Press 
Members  of  the  Planning  Commission 
Members  of  Board  of  Supervisors 


Sincerely  your 


CRITIQUE  OF  THE  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY'S  RELOCATION  PLAN  FOR 

YERBA  3UENA 

December  30,  1965 
By:   Harry  Brill 

INTRODUCTION 

On  December  1,  1965,  the  Planning  Commission  unanimously  agreed 
to  take  the  Yerba  Buena  Proposal  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  under  ad- 
visement. At  that  meeting  doubts  were  raised  in  regard  to  the  feasibility 
of  relocating  residents  and  jobs.   George  Johns,  Secretary  of  the  San 
Francisco  Labor  Council,  arguQd   that  the  plans  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
in  this  respect  are  unrealistic.    The  following  pages  offer  documentation  of 
this  position. 

First,  we  will  indicate  how  the  displacement  of  industry  from  the  South 
of  Market  area  will  force  substantial  numbers  of  business  establishments  to 
either  leave  the  city  or  go  out  of  business  altogether.    Low  rent  and 
locational  advantages,  which  are  mandatory  for  many  of  these  businesses, 
cannot  be  readily  obtained  elsewhere  in  San  Francisco.   The  departure  of 
these  firms,  and  the  consequent  loss  of  jobs  will  increase  unemployment. 

Secondly,  the  adverse  consequences  on  the  3000  single  residents, 
particularly  the  aged,  will  be  analyzed.    These  citizens  are  literally  cap- 
tives of  the  city.    Their  displacement  will  cause  them  considerable  personal 
and  economic  hardships. 

Finally,  the  current  housing  situation  of  the  250  families,  mostly 
minority,  to  be  displaced  will  be  compared  with  their  future  prospects. 
More  slums  at  even  higher  rents  for  these  low  income  families  is  their 
dismal  prospect. 

REDEVELOPMENT  AND  JOBS 
I. 

The  Yerba  Buena  project  will  directly  and  indirectly  clear  several  thou- 
sand jobs  out  of  the  area,  particularly  blue  collar  employment.    The  hard- 
ships thereby  imposed  upon  workers  rendered  unemployed,  !ind  their  families, 
and  the  consequent  social  and  economic  costs  to  the  city  are  obvious  enough 
and  needn't  be  belabored  here.   We  will,  however,  consider  the  severity  of 
the  job  loss  itself » 
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According  to  the  Redevelopment   gency  itself,  the  Yerba  Buena  project 
will  immediately  generate  construction  jobs,  and  when  completed  will 
create  additional  permanent  job  opportunities.    The  Agency  claims  over 
3000  jobs  will  be  unaffected  by  the  redevelopment  project  since  they 
occupy  buildings  that  will  be  retained.    In  short,  the  Agency  asserts 
that  the  job  gains  for  the  city's  Icbor  force  will  be  considerable,  while 
the  hazsrds  involved  are  minimal  or  nonexistent. 

Such  an  optimistic  evaluation  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would 
certainly  meet  with  the  support  of  the  Central  Labor  Council  if  it  were 
accurate.    Unfortunately,  things  are  not  as  rosy  as  the  Agency  states. 
The  Agency  is  overlooking  the  specific  ties  certain  industries  have  to  the 
South  of  Market  area,  and  the  overall  impact  of  redevelopment  projects 
on  property  values.   Further,  it  is  underestimating  the  number  of  jobs 
affected  by  redevelopment,  and  merely  guessing  about  future  job  prospects. 

II.  A. 

Locational  advantages  and  relatively  low  rents  attract  large  numbers 
of  business  establishments  to  the  South  of  Market  area,  and  therefore  to 
San  Francisco.    The  South  of  Market  is  ideally  situated  for  its  warehousing, 
wholesaling,  and  distribution  industries,  which  have  been  an  important 
element  of  San  Francisco's  economic  base.   It  is  also  ideally  suited  to 
the  locational  needs  of  service  industries  whose  clients  are  near  the 
retail  shopping  and  financial  districts. 

In  a  joint  report  prepared  by  the  staffs  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  and  the  Redevelopment  \gency  (A  Preliminary  Plan  for  the  Project 
in  the  South  of  Market  Redevelopment  Area  'D",  May,  1957),  these  ad- 
vantages for  industry  were  stressed  in  ©me  detail.    In  fact,  the  important 
place  of  light  industry  in  the  South  of  Market  area  was  considered  self- 
evident: 

"The  advantages  of  South  of  Market  are  obvious  and 
irrefutable.    This  central  area  is  still  central.  It 
is  the  focal  point  of  transportation,  of  labor  and  of 
auxilary  services  for  the  entire  urbanized  Bay  Area. 
Thus,  South  of  Market  could  and  should  attract 
industries  which  must  have  frequent  and  recurring 
contacts  with  their  customers,  such  as  printing,  as 
well  as  distributive  facilities,  including  wholesalers 
and  warehouses  that  serve  the  entire  metropolitan  Bay 
Area  or  larger  trading  areas ,  (p.  21) . " 


The  report  cites  interviews  with  firms  in  which  specific  locational  ad- 
vantages of  the  area  were  detailed.   A  wholesale  paper  firm  says  it  is  a 
"convenient  location  to  our  trade  who  demand  fast  service^ .   A  printer 
states,  'we  are  neighbors  of  our  largest  accounts".  A  glove  manufacturer 
cites  its  '  availability  to  Market  Street  stores" ,  (p.  18).    In  addition,  the 
report  might  have  mentioned  the  infeasibility  of  relocating  several  hundred 
small  retail  stores.    These  establishments  owe  their  very  existence  to 
their  locations.  Clearly,  the  locational  advantages  of  the  area  to  South  of 
Market  Industries  is  important  and  essential. 

B. 

The  relatively  lov/  land  values  in  the  South  of  Market  area  offer  a  key 
attraction  to  industry    In  order  to  maintain  as  well  as  attract  industry  to 
the  city,  land  values  competitive  with  the  rest  of  the  Bay  area  as  well  as 
elsewhere  are  essential.   Many  apparel  firms  South  of  Market,  for  example, 
expend  around  4  cents  per  square  foot  for  rent.    The  Redevelopment  Agency 
estimates  that  these  firms  in  order  to  remain  in  the  area  would  be  compelled 
to  pay  at  least  three  times  the  current  figure.   Independent  sources  arrive 
at  an  estimate  considerably  higher. 

The  apparel  industry  gravitates  toward  the  center  of  the  city,  and  in 
order  to  remain  in  that  general  vicinity  displaced  firms  must  be  prepared 
to  pay  much  higher  rents.   Industries  facing  these  problems  typically 
maintain  sales  offices  in  the  city  and  move  their  production  facilities 
elsewhere.    Jobs  are  consequently  lost  and  unemployment  increases. 

HI. 

How  many  jobs  will  the  Yerba  Buena  project  actually  affect? 
According  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency  there  are  about  5000  jobs  in  fie 
project  area,  but  only  1800  will  be  affected  as  the  rest  are  "occupying 
buildings  to  be  retained" .    Here  the  Agency  is  overlooking  the  impact  on 
business  of  other  aspects  of  its  redevelopment  program.    Many  buildings 
are  permitted  to  remain  only  if  the  owners  rehabilitate  their  properies 
according  to  the  standards  and  plans  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency.  Also, 
a  large  part  of  the  area  v/ill  be  rezoned  from  industrial  to  commercial  use. 
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These  factors  will  not  only  stimulate  increases  in  property  values  within 
the  area,  but  will  have  a  similar  impact  upon  the  adjacent  vicinity,  where 
there  are  several  thousand  additional  jobs.   It  has  even  been  hinted  that 
the  area  surrounding  Yerba  Buena  might  be  rezoned  in  order  that  its  blight 
not  be  permitted  to  encroach  upon  the  redevelopment  project.  As  already 
indicated,  the  overall  impact  on  property  values  and  rents  of  all  these 
policies  is  bound  to  have  an  adverse  effect  on  light  industry  and  jobs. 

On  the  important  issue  of  job  displacement,  the  Agency's  estimate  of 
1800  jobs  is  an  understatement.   Their  figures  fail  to  include  substantial 
numbers  of  seasonal  workers  in  the  area.   Also,  many  owners  of  businesses 
who  themselves  perform  regular  jobs  in  their  own  firms  were  not  counted c 
Thirdly,  the  Agency  excluded  from  its  count  workers  employed  by  South  of 
Market  firms  at  other  locations.  As  their  job  situation  might  be  crucially 
effected  by  the  outcome  of  relocation  activities  in  the  project  area  these 
workers  certainly  must  be  included. 

Most  important,  the  Agency  is  reporting  the  number  of  lobs .  not  workers 
who  will  be  displaced.    The  number  of  jobs  are  measured  in  terms  of  full- 
time  equivilents ,    But  there  are  many  part-time  workers  in  the  area.  One 
(full-time)  job,  for  example,  might  be  performed  by  two  (part-time) 
workers.    In  other  words,  there  are  more  workers  than  jobs  in  tie  project 
area . 

A  modest  but  more  accurate  estimate  of  the  average  number  of  employees 
that  will  be  directly  cleared  out  of  the  area  exceeds  2500.    These  do  not 
include  the  potential  loss  of  jobs  of  workers  who  service  this  area  but 
whose  firms  are  located  elsewhere. 

Among  the  jobs  that  will  be  indirectly  affected  by  urban  renewal  are 
those  residing  in  buildings  that  must  develop  their  properties  in  conformity 
with  the  plans  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency.    The  Agency  not  only  demands 
that  these  buildings  be  brought  up  to  conventional  code  standards,  but-the 
standards  of  the  Agency  are  also  influenced  by  the  fact  that  much  of  the 
area  will  be  rezoned  for  commercial  use,  and  that  Yerba  Buena  Center  is  to 
be  made  a  tourist  attraction.    For  example,  the  Agency  demands  that 
buildings  permitted  to  remain  must  be  brought  up  to  the  aesthetic  standards 
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set  by  the  Agency.    The  structures  must  be,  among  other  things,  made 
"attractive  in  themselves  '  and  designed  to  "blend  harmoniously"  with 
adjacent  buildings  in  the  area.    (Owner  Participation  Rules  for  the  Yerba 
Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project  Area  D-l) 

Whatever  might  be  the  aesthetic  merits  of  the  Agency's  program,  the 
property  owners  will  be  compelled  to  pass  on  part  of  the  co  ts  to  their 
tenants  in  the  form  of  higher  rents. 

Whether  or  not  property  owners  make  substantial  structural  alterations, 
real  estate  values  of  properties  within  md  adjacent  to  the  project  area  will 
increase.   As  a  substantial  part  of  land  use  will  be  rezoned  from  industrial 
to  commercial,  the  subsequent  increments  in  real  estate  values  will  in 
effect  prohibit  light  industry  in  the  South  of  Market  area. 

Further,  the  net  reduction  in  the  supply  of  industrial  :oned  land  in  the 
South  of  Market  will  necessarily  spur  higher  land  values,  and  rent  in- 
crements elsewhere  around  the  center  of  the  city.    Light  industry  will 
thereby  be  compelled  to  flee  the  city. 

A  public  strategy  which  is  geared  toward  generating  higher  land 
values  is  incompatable  with  a  policy  that  encourages  the  maintenance  and 
growth  of  blue  collar  jobs . 

IV. 

The  Agency's  claim  that  the  Yerba  Buena  project  will  increase  the 
number  of  permanent  job  opportunities  must  be  interpreted  with  a  great 
deal  of  caution.    Experience  with  the  Redevelopment  Agency  elsewhere  in 
San  Francisco  shows  their  projections  to  be  often  grossly  exaggerated. 
In  the  Golden  Gateway,  for  example,  the  Agency  displaced  Jobs  in  order 
to  meet  what  they  considered  the  great  urgency  for  high  ri^e  residential 
structures.    Now,  half-empty  high  rise  buildings  replace  a  thriving 
business  community.   In  fact,  the  proprietors  have  actually  walled  off 
bedrooms  and  converted  the  remaining  living  rooms  into  studio  apartments 
in  order  to  fill  vacancies.    This  policy  has  enabled  renters  to  obtain  these 
apartments  for  $100  less  per  month. 
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^/JOst  important,  employment  estimates  are  based  on  the  projected 
space  needs  for  business  in  the  are3 .    The  Redevelopment  Agency  has, 
in  effect,  finally  admitted  at  its  December  28,  1965  meeting  that  its 
job  projections  for  the  Yerba  Buena  project  are  exaggerated.   At  that 
meeting  it  was  agreed  that  there  will  not  be  as  great  a  demand  for 
space  3s  the  Agency's  Director  had  asserted.    The  Redevelopment  Agency 
then  decided  to  take  appropriate  steps  to  remove  the  ten  story  minimum 
on  buildings  to  be  constructed  in  parts  of  Yerba  Buena . 

In  respect  to  the  type  of  job  opportunities  that  are  expected  to  be 
developed  in  the  area,  the  Agency's  own  projections  show  that  blue 
collar  positions  will  constitute  only  one  out  of  five  jobs.  Encouraging 
job  growth  in  the  white  coUir  categories  at  the  expense  of  blue  collar 
jobs  will  exert  special  hardships  upon  minority  people  and  the  relatively 
less  educated  citizens  of  the  city.   For  reasons  relating  to  the  realities 
of  discrimination,  and  the  educational  demands  of  white  collar  jobs, 
the  effect  of  redevelopment  policy  will  be  to  bar  significant  numbers  of 
people  from  participation  in  the  economic  life  of  the  city. 
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REDEVELOPMENT  AND  THE  SINGLE  RESIDENTS 

A  careful  examination  of  the  documents  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
snd  its  Director^  confirms  our  own  findings  —  the  displacement  from 
South  of  Market  of  over  3000  single  persons,  over  a  third  of  them  aged, 
will  exert  intolerable  personal  and  economic  hardships  upon  them. 
According  to  a  report  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  con  ;ultant, 
(E.M.  Schraffran  &  Company  Relocation  Survey  South  of  Market),  16 
percent  of  the  single  residents  were  unemployed,  (Table  11)  and  28  per- 
cent of  the  single  persons  were  retired,  44  percent  had  one  or  more 
physical  or  nervous  disorders  at  the  time  of  the  survey,  and  15  percent 
were  disabled.  (Table  11) 

The  more  than  1000  senior  citizens,  particularly,  will  suffer  most. 
M  rc  of  them  are  disabled,  and  half  are  afflicted  with  one  or  more  dis- 
orders such  as  heart  disease,  arthritus  and  nervous  ailments,  (Schaffran, 
Table  14).   In  addition  to  their  afflictions , the  meagre  incomes  of  the 
aged  qualify  ever  90  percent  of  them  for  public  housing,  (Table  24). 
These  physical  and  economic  handicaps  limit  their  mobility  and  curtail 
their  activities. 

For  these  reasons,  low  rents  and  a  central  downtown  location 
offer  major  advantages  to  the  aged.   Eighty-two  percent  of  the  residents 
pay  rent  of  under  $40  per  month,  (Table  7).   Inexpensive  restaurants, 
movies  and  lively  streets  are  easy  to  reach.   Relocating  these  aged 
persons  some  distance  from  the  core  of  the  city  will  isolate  many  of  them 
from  the  few  conveniences  and  joys  they  still  have. 


But  in  the  Agency's  official  document  on  their  relocation  program  it  is 
stated  that: 

"In  view  of  the  relatively  small  area  which  San  Francisco 
covers  and  the  excellent  public  and  commercial  trans- 
portation systems  in  the  City  of  Son  Francisco,  the  Agency 
has  designated  any  area  in  the  City  as  acceptable  for  re- 
location housing,  (p. 8)" 

Residents  of  San  Francisco  would  certainly  question  the  accuracy  of  this 

observation,  or  at  least  dispute  its  applicability  to  the  aged. 

Even  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  report  acknowledges  that  a  special 

effort  should  be  made  to  house  these  residents  near  their  present  location. 

However,  other  sections  of  South  of  Market  are  at  least  as  deteriorated 

as  the  87  acre  area  currently  scheduled  for  clearance.   In  fact  the 

"  skid  row  '  element  is  even  more  prominent  in  the  orea  west  of  the  proposed 

Yerba  Buena  project,  and  observation  which  Mayor  Shelley  himself 

recently  made . 

The  Agency  expects  to  relocate  large  numbers  of  the  displaced  single 

residents  in  another  downtown  section  of  the  city  called  the  Tenderloin. 

As  in  their  present  location  there  are  a  substantial  number  of  hotels  for 

single  men  in  the  Tenderloin.   But  unlike  their  present  residences,  the 

rents  are  high.   According  to  the  1960  census,  rents  in  the  Tenderloin 

district  are  about  50  percent  higher  than  in  the  South  of  Market.  One 

of  the  x^gency's  consultants  found  that  pensioners  who  had  moved  to  the 

Tenderloin  area  to  escape  higher  rents  elsewhere  are  now  being  forced  out 

because  of  rent  increases  there. 

"Now  some  of  these  hotels  in  the  Tenderloin  area 
have  been  remodeled,  the  rates  raised,  and  cnre 
again  the  pensioners  are  being  displaced. 
(Roy  Wenzlick  &  Co.  p. 88)  " 

As  many  senior  citizens  are  living  on  fixed,  low  incomes,  higher  rents 
mean  that  they  can  spend  less  on  necessities  such  as  food  and  clothing, 
and  on  recreational  activities. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  is  required  to  relocate  displaced  persons  at 
rents  they  can  afford.    This  seems  reasonable  enough  until  one  examines 
what  the  Agency  itself  considers  reasonable  rent.    The  Redevelopment 
Agency  hiiis  indicatPici  that  every  effort  will  bo  mo  do  to  relocate  single 
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residents  at  rents  approximating  20  percent  of  their  income.    But  this 
is  an  almost  impossible  goal  as  even  at  their  present  location,  which  is 
about  the  lowest  rent  area  in  San  Francisco,  more  than  half  of  the  senior 
citizens  are  already  paying  over  a  fifth  of  their  income  for  rent.  Then, 
up  to  what  percentage  of  income  does  the  Agency  consider  single 
residents  able  to  afford? 

The  Agency  states  that  certain  public  agencies  allot  over  40  percent 
of  their  monthly  payments  for  rent,  and  so  it  too  should  not  be  expected 
to  adhere  to  the  20  percent  figure.   The  obvious  purpose  of  indicating  the 
high  estimate  of  40  percent  is  to  legitimate  relocating  displacees  on  the 
same  basis.   If  20  percent  of  income  for  rent  is  unrealistic,  certainly 
40  percent  is  outrageous . 

Since  over  90  percent  of  the  aged  residents  are  qualified  for  public 
housing  this  might  offer  these  displaced  residents  an  alternative  to  higher 
cost  private  housing.    But  it  isn't  really  so.   According  to  E.  M.  Schaffran 
the  Agency's  consultant  on  relocation,  "It  is  anticipated  that  elderly 
persons  to  be  displaced  from  Western  Addition  Area  2  will  absorb  the 
entire  supply  of  public  housing  units  to  be  available  for  the  elderly ' , 
(p.  21). 

Since  Mr.  Schaffran' s  report, the  Agency  has  encouraged  the  Public 
Housing  Authority  to  consider  the  construction  of  a  three  hundred  unit 
single  men's  home.   There  is  no  assurance  that  these  facilities  will  be 
built.    But  even  if  these  units  are  constructed,  they  will  not  be  avail- 
able exclusively  to  residents  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Project.  Therefore, 
public  housing  is  not  a  real  alternative  for  the  elderly  residents  of  South 
of  Market. 

Low  income  single  citizens,  particularly  the  aged,  are  literally 
captives  of  the  city.    Unlike  middle  class  families  who  can  move  to  the 
suburbs  and  form  self-sufficient  units,  poor  single  persons  do  not  have 
this  alternative  available  to  them.    The  city  has  then  a  very  special 
responsibility  before  undertaking  a  major  renewal  program  which  will 
disrupt  their  lives.    For  the  reasons  already  indicated,  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  should  not  be  permitted  to  remove  one  single  brick  from  the  area 
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until  it  comes  forth  with  a  reasonable  plan. 

Many  of  these  hotels  are  rehabilitable.  Residents  living  in  hotels 
that  should  be  condemed  should  be  assured  of  housing  in  the  downtown 
area  at  rents  they  really  can  afford. 

REDEVELOPMENT  AND  THE  FAMILIES 

Two-hundred  and  fifty  families  will  be  displaced  from  the  project  area. 
Many  of  these  families  are  located  in  slum  housing.   But  a  consideration  of 
their  actual  situation  as  compared  to  the  alternatives  available  to  them 
suggests  that  they  might  be  better  off  at  their  present  location „  Mlany 
residents  in  the  area  are  members  of  racial  minorities.   When  the  realities 
of  housing  in  this  city  are  conndered,  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  that  many 
of  them  will  be  crowded  into  ghetto  neighborhoods.    This  contrasts  with 
their  present  location,  which  is  highly  integrated  racially. 

Public  housing  is  a  real  possibility  for  many  of  these  families.    In  fact 
their  meagre  incomes  make  60  percent  of  the  families  eligible  for  public 
housing.   But  past  experience  with  redevelopment  in  San  Francisco  shows 
that  at  least  a  third  of  the  displaced  residents  do  not  want  to  live  in  public 
housing.    Director  Justin  Herman  stated  before  the  Council  of  Civic  Unity 
that  an  "unwillingness  to  accept  public  housing"  explains  why  many 
families  are  "back  in  the  slums" .    The  Director  of  the  Redevelopment 
Agency,  in  effect,  let  the  cat  out  of  the  bag.    He  admitted  that  it  is  either 
public  housing  or  the  slums  for  low-income  groups  relocated  from  redevelop- 
ment projects.    Displacing  poor  persons  from  their  homes  is  serious  enough. 
But  offering  them  only  these  alternatives  is  morally  indefensible. 

The  effective  policies  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  has  led  to  a  net 
reduction  in  the  low-cost  housing  supply  in  San  Francisco.    But  the  poor 
are  nevertheless  still  with  us.   A  humane  policy  for  relocating  the  poor 
must  involve  rehabilitating  low-rent  housing  wherever  possible  and 
building  new  low-rent  housing  before  tearing  the  old  ones  down 
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CONCLUDING  REMARKS 


Implicit  in  the  ^-:.gency's  Yerfaa  Buena  prof  osal  is  a  view  of  what 
a  city  should  be  like.   It  is  a  city  of  primar;  ly  convention  visitors 
and  tourists,  corporate  executives  and  their  white  collar  subordinates. 
Certainly  tourists  and  white  collar  workers  have  their  place.    But  such 
a  conception  of  a  city  ignores  the  needs  of  many  of  its  own  citizens. 
For  there  must  be  something  fundamentally  wrong  with  a  city  which 
pretends  that  its  own  blue  collar  workers  and  lov/  income  citizens  do  not 
exist. 

The  redevelopment  agency  says  it  is  anxious  to  make  the  South  of 
Market  area  "aesthetically  pleasing"  in  order  to  attract  tourists  and 
citizens  of  the  city.    But  from  the  perspective  of  city  planning,  a 
conception  of  the  "city  beautifiil"  is  an  empty  and  harmful  goal  if  in 
reality  we  are  perpetuating  and  extending  a  city  of  pastel  slums. 
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MELVIN  M.  SWIG 
Fairmont  Hotel 
San  Francisco 

July  21,  196^ 

Mr.  Justin  Herman 

Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

525  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California, 

Dear  Mr.  Herman: 

When  the  City  embarks  upon  a  development  or  renewal  of  areas  that 
require  sound  business  investment  there  always  arises  the  question 
whether  or  not  there  are  responsible  interested  parties  who  are 
prepared  to  make  an  investment  should  the  City  elect  to  prepare 
the  area  in  question  for  development. 

In  the  case  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  there  have  been  many  discussions 
with  regard  to  the  investment  capital  for  a  Sports  Arena  and  for 
office  buildings.     The  Swig  organization,  and  other  groups  with  which 
it  is  affiliated,  are  fully  prepared  to  make  substantial  investments 
running  to  several  million  dollars  in  both  categories. 

Understandably  it  is  not  practical  now  when  cost  estimates  have  not 
been  prepared  in  detail  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency, 
for  me  to  be  able  to  identify  exact  amounts.     However,  I  wish  to 
assure  you  that  we  are  prepared  to  make  substantial  investments  in 
this  area,  particulaxly  so  since  we  have  every  confidence  that  it 
will  be  a  good  area  for  investments. 

I  also  know  that  there  are  many  other  local  investors  who  have 
confidence  in  the  possibilities  of  this  downtown  area  of  San  Francisco 
if  the  City  will  prepare  the  proper  foundation.     On  behalf  of  such 
groups  I  urge  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  to  take  prompt 
and  comprehensive  measures  to  bring  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  to  a  point 
where  early  investments  can  be  made. 

Sincerely, 
(signed) 


MMS:ab 


Melvin  M.  Swig 
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(copy) 


April  .13^  1964 


The  Honorable  John  P.  Shelley- 
Mayor  of  Saji  Francisco 
Civic  Center,,  City  Hall 
Saji  Francisco  2 

Dear  Jack: 

I  have  examined  the  proposal  of  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
to  locate  two  legitimate  theaters  in  Yerba  Buena  Center.    1  believe  that 
the  new  theater  facilities  can  be  developed  in  Yerba  Buena  Center  providing 
that: 

1.  The  image  of  skid  rov  is  completely  destroyed. 

2.  Adequate  pedestrian  connections  to  the  area  north  of 
Market  Street  and  to  the  new  Rapid  Transit  Stations 
are  provided. 

3.  Adequate  parking  facilities  at  and  contiguous  to 
theaters  are  developed. 

k.      Other  cultural  attractions  can  be  developed  along 
with  the  theaters  to  insure  economic  success. 

Financing  if,  of  course,  a  problem.    A  broad  base  of  theatrical  organizations 
and  interested  citizen  should  be  brought  together  to  underwrite  the  develop- 
ment of  these  structures. 

Provided  that  such  support  develops,  I  am  prepared  to  invest  in  the  neighbor- 
hood of  $1,000,000,00  for  the  equipment,  carpeting,  seating,  certain  types 
of  lighting,  stage  and  box  office  equipment,  electric  signs,  lounges,  etc., 
of  two  theaters  in  the  Yerba  Buena  Center. 

Sincerely, 

(signed) 
Louis  Lurie 
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RESOLUTION  NO.  9^-65 
(Adopted  July  I3,  I965) 


AUTHORIZING  THE  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR  TO  REQUEST 
TBIE  CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION  TO  MODIFY  THE 
BOUNDARIES  OF  THE  PROJECT  AREA  SET  FORTH  IN 
THE  PRELIMINARY  REDEVELOPMENT  PLAN  FOR  THE 
SOUTH  OF  MOKET  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA  D,  PROJECT 
AREA  D-1,  TO  EXCLUDE  ASSESSOR'S  PARCEL  3705-^ 


BE  IT  RESOLVED  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  that  the  Executive 
Director  "be  and  is  hereby  authorized  to  request  the  City  Planning 
Commission  to  modify  the  boundaries  of  the  Project  Area  set  forth 
in  the  Preliminary  Redevelopment  Plan  for  South  of  Market 
Redevelopment  Area  D,  Project  Area  D-1,  to  exclude  that  property 
generally  described  as  Lot  ^4-  in  Assessor's  Block  3705  (also  known 
as  the  Victorian  Hotel  and  located  at       Fourth  Street) . 


Approved  as  to  form: 


^Henry  F/ Davis 
Agency  General  Counsel 
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LAW  OFFfCES  OF 

HAROLD  S.  DOBBS 


SUITE  1000,  BALFOUR  BUILDING 


35  1  CALIFORNIA  STREET 
SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94  104 
362-  1  940 


February  10,  1966 


815  Mission  Corporation 

117  Fourth  Street 

San  Francisco  3,  California 

Attention:     Mr.  L.  J.  Silver,  Secretary 

Gentlemen: 


In  response  to  your  letter  of  February  9th  dealing 


with  the  earlier  action  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  the 
South  of  Market  development,   I  have  little  independent 
recollection  of  the  specific  steps  taken  other  than  that 
which  appears  in  the  journal  records  of  the  Board. 


Apparently,  on  December  11,   1961,  at  the  time  this 


subject  was  before  the  Board,   I  indicated,  as  an  individual 
supervisor,   I  hoped  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  carefully 
circumscribe  any  sound  building  which  should  be  retained. 
The  record  of  course  speaks  for  itself. 


I  understand  you  are  unhappy  at  the  present  time 


with  the  number  of  buildings  marked  for  demolition  and 
removal.     Without  knowing  more  about  the  respective  buildings 
it  is  difficult  for  me  to  pass  judgment.     However.   I  would 
hope  the  original  intent  of  the  Agency,   and  my  own  hope  which 
was  shared  by  many  other  supervisors  at  the  time,  would  be 
carried  out  now  and  that  the  owners  in  the  area  would  be  given 
an  opportunity  to  preserve  their  buildings  whenever  conditions 
warrant  preservation. 


Haro 


HSD:vc 


MONDAY,  DECEMBER  11,  1961 


609 


Allred  Slangier,  property  owner  in  the  area. 

Supervisor  Halley  presented  a  communication  from  the  Redevelop- 
ment Agency  advising  that  consideration  would  be  given  to  the  reten- 
tion of  a  residential  area  in  the  District. 

Ordered  filed. 

Supervisor  Halley,  Seconded  by  Supervisor  Dobbs,  moved  that  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  rise  and  report. 

Suptprvisor  Dobbs  stated  be  beliey^dJJie- owners  should  be  protected 
in  every  wa^y  arirTTeTKoDefTmat  ine  kedeveiopmeni  Agency  wouM 
caieuiiiy  circumscribe  any  buildin^^ which  can  be''*permitted  to  re- 
mam^  atin  90  inTOrm  T.ne  property  nwyiers  If  and  whpn  thp  nlaTr; 
"come  before  the  Board  ii  ne  were  not  satisfied  with  them  he  would 
vote  to  reject  and  to  return  them  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency  for 
modification. 

Adopted  by  the  following  vote: 

Ayes:  Supervisors  Blake,  Colman,  Dobbs,  Ertola,  Ferdon,  Halley, 
McMahon,  Sullivan,  Tamaras,  Tinney — 10. 

Absent:  Supervisor  Casey — 1. 

Approving  Undertaking  by  Redevelopment  Agency  of  Surveys  and  Plans 
for  an  Urban  Renewal  Project  (Area  D — South  of  Market) ;  and  the 
Filing  of  an  Application  for  Advance  of  Funds. 

File  No.  430-61-2,  Resolution  No.  783-61. 

Supervisor  Halley  remarked,  there  is  supposed  to  be  a  carry-over 
credit  to  San  Francisco  for  the  purpose  of  undertaking  new  surveys 
by  the  Cily.  In  voting  for  the  resolution  the  Board  is  voting  for  the 
expenditure  of  over  $230,000  of  City  funds.  The  part  of  contribution 
of  the  Federal  Government  becomes  a  charge  against  the  City  and 
County. 

Supervisor  Halley  thereupon  inquired  of  Mr.  M.  Justin  Herman, 
whether  the  Controller  and  the  Treasurer  of  the  City  will  be  the  fiscal 
agent;-,  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 

Mr.  Heri.ian  replied  that  by  special  agreement  between  the 
Redo\  elopment  Agency  and  the  parties  they  are  the  fiscal  agents  of 
til-:;  Re^levelopinent  Agency,  they  would  become  such  agents  only  if 
the  agreement  is  entered  into. 

Supervisor  Halley  stated  that  in  voting  for  the  resolution  today  he 
vv'a  ■  doing  so  with  the  intent  that  the  Treasurer  becomes  the  deposi- 
tary of  the  funds,  and  the  Controller  becomes  the  Controller  of  the 
projtc'. 

Sup:  rvisor  Halley  thereupon  requested  that  when  the  next  piece  of 
legislation  re'p.ting  to  this  subject  is  presented  to  the  Board  for 
approval,  the  Clerk  inform  the  Finance  Committee  whether  or  not 
provisions  are  included  therein  to  provide  that  the  Treasurer  of  the 
City  and  Countj-  shall  be  the  depositary,  and  the  Controller  shall  be 
tl;e  Controller,  for  the  project. 

Adopted  by  the  following  vote: 

Avfb:  Supervisors  Blake,  Colman,  Dobbs,  Ertola,  Ferdon,  Halley, 
IVlcMahon,  Sullivan,  Tamaras,  Tinney — 10. 
Absent:  Supervisor  Casey — 1. 

Final  Passage. 

Tiie  following  recommendation  of  Police  Committee,  heretofore 
considered,  was  taken  up: 

Amending  the  Traffic  Code  by  Adding  Section  32.6  Thereto,  to  Establish 
Regulations  Governing  the  Parking  of  Vehicles  Within  the  Paved 
Areas  and  Structures  of  the  New  Hall  of  Justice. 
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